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URGENT IV-D BULLETIN

Andﬁféa -- Here is the current NCSEA agenda from Kelly. Thank
~ you for your message about a speaker. Kelly looks forward to
talking to you Monday afternoon. Thanks. |
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The National Child Support Enforcement Association ,
Policy Forum |
February 1, 1999 * Washington, D.C.

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1,1999

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS FOR WHOLE DAY: ROBERT IjOAR, 518-474-1078
DARRYL GRUBBS, 512-437-6161
KATHY KERR, 603-271-4872

7:00 a.m. - 8:30 am. Registration and Continental Breakfast
8:30 am. - 9:00 am. WELCOME
Casey Hoffman, President
Judge Ross, OCSE
9:00 am. - 10:30 a.m. Plenary Session: Federal Policy and Legislative Overview \41

Representatives from Congress and the Clinton Administration explain and discuss important child support
policy issues facing the new 106th Congress. Topics include the future of child support enforcement
funding, fatherhood initiatives, child support and self sufficiency, confidentiality of child support data,
Year 2000 systems requurements state disbursement unit implementation, and non-IV-D child support

enforcement. .
MODERATOR: Wayne Doss, Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office
SPEAKERS: Nick Gwyn, House Ways and Means Committee Minority Staff

Ron Haskins, House Ways and Means Committee Majority Staff
Eileen Hatten, Professional Staff, Senator Kohl, Wisconsin

John Monahan, HHS/ACF

Alec Vachon, Serate Finance Majority Staff

10:30 am. - 11:00 am. Refreshment Break

11:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.  Plenary Session: Family Self- Sufﬁctency in the
Post Welfare-Reform Environment

Leading experts discuss the impact that child support and “welfare reform programs are having to help

both custodial parents and noncustodial parents achieve self sufficiency. The findings and conclusions of

the GAO’s August, 1998 report on the impact of child support on families leaving welfare will serve as the 3
focal point for this discussion. Has child support enforcement made a significant difference in achieving
self-sufficiency for those facing the end of welfare benefits? Can child support enforcement programs do

more to help these individuals and, if so, how?

MODERATOR: - Darryll Grubbs, Child Support Enforcement, Inc.
SPEAKERS: Jason Tumner, Commissioner, Human Resources Administration, NYC
Susan Golonka, National Governors® Association -
Kevin Kumanga, General Accounting Office
Ginger Knox, Senior Research Associate, MDRC .
Lynda Crandall, Director, Financial Assistance & Child Support,
Michigan Family Independence Agency

D:\Data\Conferenée, regional\99 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT doc Rev 1/25/99
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NCSEA Policy Forum and C onference Agenda
" Page 2

12:30p.m. - 2:00 p.m. Lunchecon

2:00 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. Plenary: “The Changing View of the Role of Fathers”

Results are coming in from a variety of efforts to focus on fathers involvement in the family. What do the
cxperts and policy makers predict for futurc cfforts to cffcctively fund and provide scrvices for both
parents. Discussion will focus on initiatives that have been effective in establishing and maintaining
financial and emotional commitments by fathers toward their children,

MODERATOR. Robert Doar, New York Statc Child Support Director
SPEAKERS: White House Domestic Policy Council (or other
Administration Representative) §
Ron Mincy, The IFord Foundation
Wade Horn, National Fatherhood Initiative
Laura Kadwell, Minnesota Child Support Director
Mark Shriver, Delegate, Maryland House of Delegates

A’

e

3:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Refreshment Break

4:00 p.m. - 5:30 p.m. Plenary: *“The Future of Funding for Child Support Enforcemeqt”

Child support funding is once again on the table with congressional Republicans, Democrats and the
Administration discussing changes. This time the threat is real. Panelists representing legislative and
child support program perspectives at the federal, state and local levels will react to findings from the
OCSE Child Support Financing Task Force funding alternatives study. Discuss strategies to ensure
continued funding for child support efforts.

MODERATOR: ‘Kathy Kerr, New Hampshire Child Support Director
SPEAKERS: Jeff Cohen, Vermont Child Support Director

Doug Steiger, Minority Staff, Senate Finance Committee

Mike Fishman, Vice President, The Lewin Group

The Honorable Joan Lawrence, Representative, Columbus, Ohio

S5:30 PM - 7:00 PM Reception

D:AData\Conference, regionah88 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT.doc Rev 1/25/99
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NCSEA Policy Forum and Conference Agenda
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The Natianai Child Support Enforcement Association
Forging a Better Future for Families:

A Framework for Collaboration
February 2-3,1999 *  Washington, D.C.
AGENDA

8:00 am. - 9:00 a.m. Registratioh and Continental Breakfast

9:00 a.m. - 10:30 a.m. PLENARY SESSION
Core Child Support Enforcement Function and Community
Collaboration: What’s the impact on the Bottom Line?
“The Indianapolis Story”

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232

WAYNE DOSS, 323-889-3400
The core functions of the child support enforcement agency include paternity and order establishment,
collecting support and increasing and obtaining medical coverage for children. How can collaboration
with public and private entities enhance core performance? Given the ways in which the child support
program is evaluated and. funded, how can we forge partnerships that help us serve families better...without
diverting scarce resources from our core child support enforcement functions?

MODERATOR: . Irma Ncal, Exccutive Viee President, Scrvice Design Associates
SPEAKERS: The Honorable Steve Goldsmith, Mayor of Indianapolis
. Willis Bright, The Funding Stream - Invited
. Virginia Cain, Health & Hospital Corporation of Indianapolis - /nvited
The Honorable Scott Newman, Manon County Prosecutor

10:30-11:00 a.m. Break

"11:00 am -12:30 p.m. PLENARY SESSION
Understanding Y our Community: Leave No Stone Unturned

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: ' ANN BARKIL.EY, 202-260-4697

Community contacts can be powerful allies for a program looking to improve performance while
conserving scarce program resources. Come learn how to inventory your community to identify agencies,
organizations, and individuals who provide services to families? Find.out how to tap into funding streams
and to contact programs that serve custodial and noncustodial parents.

MODERATOR: Barb Saunderé, Acting Chief, Ohio DHS/CSE
SPEAKERS: Dr. Ronald F. Christian, Dircotor, Lutheran Social Scrvice of Northern VA
Jeffery M. Iohnson, Ph.d, National Center for.Strategic Nonprofit.. . ... ..
Planning & Community Leadership, Washington, DC
Margaret Washintizer, Director, Division of State Assistance,
Office of Community Services
Sue Bailey, Past President, NCSEA, Tenino, Washington

D:AData\Conference, regiona'l\99 Midyean AGENDA CURRENT.doc ' Rev 1/25/99
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NCSEA Policy Forum and Conference Agenda
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12:30 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. LUNCH DISCUSSIONS
Come join one of the following discussions and the “brown bag” lunch is on us:
Lunch Discussion A:  Leveraging Resources in Your Own Community

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: CATHY BAYSE, 3 17.,955 1620

Collaborate with your colleagues on ways to expand and i improve upon your local outreach efforts. By
reaching into the child support and other communities present, you can share your “best practices™ and
learn about successful 1mt/1at1ves that serve families in other states.

Lunch Discussion B: Communicating the Child Support Message to Congress

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: DARRYL GRUBBS, 512-437-6161

Join NCSEA staff and Board Members to leamn the “Do’s and Don’ts” of conducting successful meetings
with your Members of Congress and their staff. We have set aside Wednesday aftermoon to encourage you
to educate your delegation about child support. NCSEA’s Director of Government Relations and Board
members skilled in “lobbying” will walk participants through how to get your Congressional delegation to
hear and understand you. ,

1:30 pm -3:00 p.m. '~ CONCURRENT WORKSHOPS
Promotmg Self-Sufﬁmency for Parents, Part I (Policy Focus)

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL 651-297-8232
WAYNE DOSS, 323:889-3400

Welfare reform and subsequent legislation focus on creating employment for both parents -- custodial
parents whose benefits are “running out” due to time limits and noncustodial parents whose ability to pay
child support hinges on obtaining a job, How successful has the, “Work First” approach been in keeping
custodial parents off welfare? How can government policies in other programs such as Medicaid, tax
credits, child care and food stamps best supplement parents’ income from carnings? How can we target our
efforts on the job front to optumzc parental pammpatlon in the workforce and thereby enhance family self-

sufficiency?
SPEAKERS: Wendell Primus, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Washington, DC
Rich Hobbie, Interstate Conference of Employment Securities Agencies, .
Washington, DC

D:\Data\Conference, regional\99 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT.doc . Rev 1/25/99
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Medical Support: Effective Partnerships for ‘Healthy Kids

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232

KELLY THOMPSON, 202-624-8180
Mcdical support cnforccment has the potential to provide many bencfits—ifrom private hcalth carc
coverage to children to dccrcasing statc and fedcral agency spending on public health carc—if an
effective, efficient process is devised to replace today’s cumbersome enforcement methods. The 1998
federal legislative session brought heightened scrutiny to medical support.  Congress clevated its
importance by mandating recommendations for a new incentive measure, the formation of a work group on
IV-D and employers’ roles and cnforcement proccdurcs, and rencwed pressurc to reform child support
funding. How can child support agencies streamline employer relationships and coordinate efforts with
Medicaid agencies and the new Title XXI Child Health Insurance Program (CHIP) to ensure parental
responsibility for health care coverage?

MODERATOR: Ruth Bell Clark, Service Design Associates
SPEAKERS: Lee Sapienza, NY State Office of Child Support
Mary Fontaine, Director, Benefit Coordination Recovery Unit,
g Massachusetts Division of Medical Assistance

Gaye McQueen, Washington State Medical Support Enforcement Officer
Paul Legler, OCSE, Washington, DC

Maintaining the Message, Changing the Messenger:
Establish Paternity through Community Networking

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: RUTH CLARK, 617-338-3098

MARY SMITH, 501-682-6828
Welfare reform set ambitious goals for paternity establishment, a core function of the child support
enforcement program. How can we draw on (and improve upon) our experience with in-hospital paternity
acknowledgment in our work with other entities to inform parents about the vital importance of
establishing paternity? How can multiple partnerships with governmental agencies, schools, Head Start
and faith-based organizations forge a network for communicating our message while conserving scarce

resources?

SPEAKERS: Lois Rakov, Manager, Hospital & Paternity, Illinois Child Support Division
Reba Danastorg, Executive Director, Joseph’s Place, Massachusetts

3:00 p.m. 3:30 p.m. Break

D:\Data\Conference, regional\89 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT.doc Rev 1/25/99
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3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. CONCURRENT WORKSHOPS

Promoting Self-Sufficiency for Parents, Part'II: Family Matters...
Strengthening the Presence of Fathers in Low Income Families

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: LAURA KADWELL, 651-297-8232

' WAYNE DOSS, 323.889.3400
Employment enables noncustodial parents to support their children and reduces custodial parents’
dependence on public assistance, especially when supplemented by regular receipt of support. How can
the child support cnforcoment agency coordinate its offorts with community bascd agencics and other
public and private partners? This workshop will highlight the collaborative strategies that really work
when it comes to funding jobs for both parents.

o~

MODERATOR: Uriel Johnson, National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning and
Community Leadership, Washington, DC

SPEAKERS: - Judie Barr, Executive Director, Chester County Housmg Development Corp,
Pennsylvania

Lauren Atwell-Douglas, Deputy Director, Support Services, Housing Authority
- of the County of Chester, Pennsylvania

Joseph Waters, Director of the Chester County Domestic Relations Office,
Pennsylvania

Developing a Father Friendly Environment in Child Support

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: CATHY BAYSE, 317-955-1620

MARILYN RAY SMITH, 617-577 -7200 X30654
The verdict is in: Fathers who are actively involved in the lives of their children are more likely to provide

- . the financial support their children need and deserve. How can the child support enforcement agency work

with mediators, access and visitation programs, and parenting education initiatives to help fathers avail
themselves of these services? How can we educate these service providers about the importance of

establishing paternity and child support — and thereby, enlist thelr help in meeting our child support
goals?

MODERATOR: " Marilyn Ray Smith, Chief Legal Council, Massachusetts DOR/CSE
SPEAKERS: Robert Straus, The Meeting Place, Supervised Child Access, Massachusetts
John Owens, Marion County Prosecutor’s Office, Indiana
Anthony Williams, Young Fathers/Responsible Fathers Program, Maryland

D:\Data\Conference, regional99 MidyealAGENDA CURRENT doc Rev 1/25/99



NCSEA ' _ 1/25/99 10:56:15

P

NCSEA Policy Forum and Conference Agenda
Page 7

Access and Visitation

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: RUTH CLARK, 617-338—3098

JIM HENNESSEY, 515-281-5767
We know we need to foster the development of two parent interaction with children, but how do we do it?
What is the best recourse in difficult situations, such as when there is strong resistance or a threat of
domestic violence. What creative techniques are states and localities using to foster parental rejationships,
especially now that. federal money is availahle for new experimentation in pilot projecis for child support
to act as a conduit to foster opportunities for parents to have access and visitation without sacrificing
safety?

SPEAKERS: Maureen Sheeran, National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges
David Manville, Supervisor, Family Counseling Unit, Detroit, MI
Linda Cavallero, University of Massachusetts, Psychiatry

Wednesday, February 3, 1999
7:00 a.m. - 8:00 a.m. Continental Breakfast

8:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. PLENARY
Leveraging Resources

WORKSHOP COORDINATOR: WAVYNE DOSS, 323-889-3400
Collaboration sounds wonderful, but who is going to actually do it with limited resources and skeptical

state legislatures? Are there helpful suggcsnons from our sister public agenc:es and faith-based
organizations? What states are maximizing funding?

MODERATOR: Cathy Bayse, Vice President, Service Design Associates, Indiana
SPEAKERS: Dianna Durham—MéLoud First Vice-President, NPCL, Illinois

N TR
. _

9:15 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. Break

D:\Data\Conference, regional\39 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT.doc Rev 1/25/99
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9:30 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. PLENARY
“What Are the Models for Collaboration?

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: MARY ANN NORE, 419-774-5700

YVETTE RIDDICK, 202-401-5330

LESLIE FRYE, 916-654-1556
Come listen to experienced collaborators with proven practical methods for bringing key community
agencies together with targeted service recipients. Develop a checklist to take back to your community
and put into practice a collaboration strategy that works.

MODERATOR: Nancy Crawford, President, Eastern Regional Interstate

Child Support Association
SPEAKERS: Charlene Meeks, National Center for Strateglc Non-profit Planning

and Community Leadership, Washington, DC
Lee Sapienza, New York State OCSE .
Sister Margaret Leonard, Project Hope, Massachusetts

11:00 am. - 11:15am.  Break

11:15 am. -12:30 p.m. PLENARY ,
Child Support Doliars Mean More than Just Collections:
You Get A LOT MORE Than What You Pay For!

WORKSHOP COORDINATORS: . JIM HENNESSEY, 515-281-5767

" CAROL LUTTRELL, 617-577-7200 X30452
Congress is interested in cost avoidance information. What data have been collected so far? Have savings
been demonstrated? Are we doing a good job? Are collaborative efforts hclpmg to avoid wasted dollars?
We will take a look at this from a local and national perspective.

MODERATOR: Jeff Cohen, IV-D Director, Vermont Office of Child Support
SPEAKERS: Burt Barnow, Johns Hopkins University .
Carol Ann Luttrell, Director of Research, Massachusetts DOR/CSE
Carl Formosa, Research & Development Manager Washington State
Division of Child Support
Brian Laatsch, Program Planner, IA DHS, Bureau of Collection

D:A\Data\Conference, regional\88 MidyeanAGENDA CURRENT.doc . ‘ Rev 1/25/99



November 17, 1998

STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED

‘1. Alaska
2. California
3. D.C.A
4. Tilinois
5. Indiana
6. Kansas
- 7. Maryland
8. Michigan
9 - N. Dakota
10. Nebraska
‘ :l'lb. Nevada
12. New Mexico* |
13, Ohio
- ;14.» Oregon*
| ;_15. Pennsylvania A
16.5. Carolina

17. Virgin Islands

* System has been reviewed and is ready to be certified. Report and certification letter are being
prepared. : S o :



STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED

Certifiable — Report/Letter in Progress

New Mexico
Oregon

Review Results being Analyzed

Alaska
D.C.
Illinois
Maryland

Certifiablein3to 6 Months

Pennsylvania
Virgin Islands

Requested Alternative 'Syste'm Pénalty '

Kansas
N. Dakota
Nebraska

: None ofvthe Above

- California
Indiana
Michigan
Nevada
Ohio

S. Carolina. o o

November 17, 1998



~ Penalty States and Their Status ’ Page10of 6
- Created on 11/08/98 9:09 AM . ‘ . L states~1.doc

STATES MISSING THE DEADLINE — STATUS AND PENALTY

| S Region 1

No States affected.

| Régidn 2

Virgin Islands

ACF conducted a functional review in March 1997 and iséuedva report identifying
deficiencies in August 1997. A recently conducted Technical Assistance visit (Novemoer

1998) found that most of these deficiencies have not been corrected. They could be
corrected within 6 months if the Territory and their contractor (NSI) can resolve

_ differences and serious lack of project staffing on the Territories part are resolved. The
- VI will probably ask for the alternative penalty, though we have not been formally
notified to date. State has received their NOI letter.

B Regicn 3

Pennsylvania

PACSES is implemented in 65 of Pennsylvania’s 67 céurities. We expect them to be

- statewide by February 1999.. We conducted a Level I Certification Review in September

1997, and shared our draft findings with the Commonwealth. In response to our draft
findings, PA has corrected their distribution module. We will issue our final report when
we receive the revised testdeck results, which if correct will allow them a conditional
Level I, certification. PA should ask for and receive a Level II certification review in

"February or March 1999. PA has not requested an alternative penalty, and we do not

know their thinking on this subject yet. State has received their NOI letter.
District of Columbla | |

DCCSES was implemented catywuje in March 1998. We conducted a Level II

Certification Review in September 1998. We have not yet received their testdeck
results. The review team noted a number of problems during the review, the most
serious being what appeared to be serious data integrity issues. The Baltimore Area
Audit Office will be sampling the DCCSES database to determine the severity of the data
integrity deficiencies. The status of the testdeck findings is unknown at this time.

DC will not be certified as a result of this review. DC has not yet requested an
alternative penalty nor informed us as to whether they intend to do so. However, it .
should be noted that they have a new IV-D Director. State has received their NOI letter.
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_ Maryland

CSES was implemented statewide in'March 1998. The State was last reviewed with a
Level II Certification Review in August 1998, and we have shared our draft testdeck - -
findings with the State. In response to those draft findings, MD is making modifications -
to their distribution module. We will issue our final report when we receive the revised
testdeck results. Maryland will receive a conditional Level II certification if the revised
testdeck results are correct, which is expected sometime before January 1999. ‘
The State has not requested an alternative penalty. State f'has received their NOI letter.

‘Region 4
" South Carolina |

South Carolina is currently.in the process of an independent validation and verification
(IV&V) effort being conducted by KPMG. This process started in May 1998 and is -
‘scheduled for completion during the quarter ending March 31, 1999. A limited
functional review was conducted June 10-13, 1997, with limited financial functionality
available (as the distribution test deck was not run,) and no local office was visited.:
Any plan to complete the system will depend upon the results and recommendations of
the IV&V effort. To date they have not requested a "Penalty" process but have
requested a meeting with OCSE to discuss that and other system development issues to .
be held in mid to late November. State has received thelr NOI letter.

" Region5
Illinois

Illinois’ system is operational statewide (approximately 5% of cases still to be -
converted). A Certification review was conducted during the week of September 21,
1998 with a follow-on site visit the week of November 16, 1998. ' A report of that review
is currently being written. There is a possibility they will be certified with some major
conditions. If not certified based on the last review, we would expect Illinois would
probably meet all requirements within six months. If a penalty is necessary state will
probably request the alternative penalty, though they are currently awaiting outcome of
certification review resuit. State has received their NOI letter.

Indiana

Indlana s “ISETS" is now fully mplemented in 37 of the State’s 92 counties (Prosecutmg
Attorney’s [PA] and Clerks of Court [CoC]) and in some manner of operation in 83 PA’s
offices. An additional 10 CoC will be added by December 10, 1998. A total of 81 CoC
have committed to use ISETS. Five of the remaining CoC are expected to commit with
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six still in‘question. All but 2 of the remaining 9 PA offices have expressed a willingness
to implement ISETS. The two holdouts are Switzerland and Ohio Counties where the
clerks are unwilling to join and the PAs are united with the Clerks. These two counties
combined have less than 500 cases. The State is expected to request a waiver from the
requirement for a statewide CSES under provisions of HR3130. Marion County
(Indianapolis) is asking for this as well, and will assist in the preparation of the waiver
request. The Marion County PA office plans to transfer the Connecticut system if the
‘waiver request is granted. The Marion County Clerk is reported to have agreed to use
the PA’s system. The ISETS system was last reviewed in a September 1995, Level I
Review that found the State did not meet the certification requirements. The system is -
not expected to progress further until the State determines its success at approval of an
exemption from the SDU requirement (to which it appears to have pinned all their hope
- but which we may well disapprove.) Due to this uncertainty, it's impossible to predict
what the state will next do. State will probably request an alternative penalty, though
. this has not yet been communicated formally to OCSE.. State has recelved their NOI
letter. . :

Mlchlgan

65 of 83 Mlchtgan counties are currently operational on MICSES with the 66th in two
weeks. However, these counties represent less than 30% of caseload on MICSES.

Plans are nearing completion for Wayne County [Detroit] to begin conversion to .
MICSES.  Three other large counties are still undecided regarding choice of alternative .
systems or using MICSES although all are likely to use MICSES. . Three small counties
plan to use alternative systems. Formal request from State not expected on any of this
until sometime in 1999. State does not plan to be fully operational and compliant until
September 2000. A certification review (Level I) was conducted in August 1998 with
the report currently being written. It appears that several FSA-88 requirements remain
unmet and that limited progress on functionality has been made since our last review in
1995. The State does not expect to be fully operational and compliant until September
of 2000 at the earliest. Otherwise it appears that the State is near to solution on the
numerous political challenges presented and should be able to move ahead to
successfully complete the system, albeit 3 years late. State has not made a formal
decision to date but will probably request the alternative penalty State has received
their NOI letter.”

Ohio

Ohio’s “SETS” system is currently- operational on a small scale in all Ohio counties.
Approximately 30 counties (representing 10% of the caseload) are fully operational on

SETS. However, only one county is currently using the IV-A/IV-D interface. State plans =

to have full statewide operation by October of 1999. ACF conducted a September
1998 Certification review that found, aside from a lack of statewide operation, major
functions including EFT/EDI, billing, Federal/State Intercept and the CSENet interface
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.are not operational. The State continues to pursue implementation of SETS and will
eventually be successful, though it is unlikely they will meet their own completion date
of October 1999. Ohio has not made a formal decision to date but is expected to

: request the alternative penalty. State has recenved thelr NOI letter.

e Reglon 6
. No States Affected.

Region 7

Kansas
- Kansas' is uncertified and their current status is that they are essentially starting over
after a reassessment of the project in March 1998. Their most recent review was a
- Level II certification review conducted February 9-12, 1998 which they failed. Their
prognosis is for the system to be operational statewide by September 1999. The
~_project is under the careful scrutiny by all branches of State government as a result of
Kansas Senate Bill 5 passed earlier this year (establishing a legislative-branch systems
oversight board). They have a contract in place for the project, which is'in order,
although they failed to seek prior approval on task orders for work that has been done
- since April of 1998. The State has applied for the alternative penalty. The corrective

~ compliance plan has been submitted and is under review. State has recewed their NOI
letter. . »

Nebraska
_Nebraska is 'uncertiﬁed'and their current status, as a jUdiciaHy oriented program, is that | -

they were pursuing an alternative system configuration, for which they do not yet have
- awaiver. However, as of an October 1998 letter to ACF, the State has decided to

. instead incorporate most court distribution functions into State’s CHARTS (IV-D)

system. The system has a lot of potential, though their major problem is that IV-D

financial distribution is conducted in a variety of systems (State system, court systems, - |

and county systems). The system is neither statewide nor operational. Their most
recent review was a Level II certification conducted March 2-6, 1998 (with the financial

N management review of the system, including the test deck results, conducted June 29-

31, 1998.) The review found that the State passed the test deck with a fair amount of .
difficulty due to the business practices of the State (ties into the alternative system o
- configuration.) In addition, the prognosis for Nebraska:is that they have requested the
alternative penalty (dated Oct. 10"‘) and requested a meeting to discuss the corrective
compliance plan (planned for Dec. 7). A recent APDU submission is under review.
However, it appears to be incomplete and cannot be used as a corrective ccmplsance
plan. Nebraska s NOI letter was sent in November, 1998 .
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Region 8 .
North Dakota

: North Dakota will not complete thenr system until September 30 1999 A technical
assistance visit was conducted on January 21-22, 1998. The review team used the full
Certification Questionnaire as a basis for the review. This was like a Level I visit but we
- did not call it that. The review pinpointed the functional areas, which were still lacking

in FACSES. Our findings mirrored the State’s own assessment of where they stood
functionally. There were no surprises to the State when we itemized the deficiencies
during the Exit Conference. North Dakota is aiming to finish FACSES by the next

 deadline: September 31, 1999. The State submitted a letter on September 30, 1998

requesting that the State be subject to the alternative system penalty in lieu of State
Plan disapproval. Per discussion with State, this letter will be followed up with an APDU
detailing how, by when, and at what cost the State will achieve compliance with CSE
system requirements. That APDU has not yet been received. State has received their
NOI letter.

- " Region 9
California :

Statewide Automated Child Support System (SACSS) terminated their FSA-88 project in
November 1997 as a failure. They are currently in the Planning Phase of a new project
called - California Child Support Automation (CCSA) Project. The State received Federal
approval of their Planning APD on July 98 for this new project. Emergency funding for
M&O for the existing automated counties was approved in August 1998 as part of an
Emergency APD request, the actual APD for which is due November 27, 1998. In |

. addition, the State has a full-blown Implementation APD due to ACF in January 1998.

~ Itis anticipated that the State will (but has not yet done so) request the alternatlve

- penalty provisions. State has received their NOI letter. , , :

- Nevada

The State’s “Nevada Operations of Multi-Automated Data Systems (NOMADS)" project is
sorely behind schedule. "An Implementation_Project Technical Assistance/Functional

~ Review of NOMADS was conducted in September 1997. : The review found problems in
the case management and financial management (distribution) functions that precluded
‘certification. These problems have not yet been resolved. A follow-up Assessment
review to determine the need for an IV&V contractor is scheduled for November 17-18,
1998. The State’s last approved APDU was submitted in April 1998. - The State has
informed OCSE that it will pursue the alternatlve penalty State has recexved their NOI

" letter. ‘ ;
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| " ‘Region 10 -
Alaska o .

Alaska’s system is currently implemented statewide, and has been since March 1998. A

‘ ~ Level IT certification review was conducted the week of September 14. During the :
review, we identified a number of deficiencies, some of which cast concern on the N

- system’s certifiability (UCI not fully automated, Interstate timeframes and CSENet not
yet implemented, and FPLS and Credit Bureau interfaces still in testing) and other
deficiencies which appeared to operational issues such as: User "Worklists” (Morning
Mail) was turned off, and Guideline Calculations functionality not being used. We are
currently planning to issue the report to the State as a draft and conduct a follow-up -
_ review to evaluate the progress and make a final decision. - This is necessary because
the number of deficiencies identified during the review. The State has decided to make
- 'no decision on a penalty until they are informed ef our decxslon regarding cert:ﬁcatron
State has received their NOI letter ‘ : :



STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT

11/17/98

Alabama 10/99 : - |Certified

Alaska X ' o Dec-98 ' iCertification Pendmg
Arizona X - , o » - |IV-D ok; Non-{V-D 12/98 Certified

Arkansas X . o L Oct-99; V-Donly -~ . - [Certified

California - %  POSSIBLE | -~ - [FY9900" : Not Statewide; FY 01 or later
Colorado .. . . - X . ' . - T ‘ IV-D ok; Non-!V-D 12198 Certified .

Connecticut X B “ | Oct-98 - s iCerfified - - -
Delaware X Oct-99 ' Certified

District X T S e : ’ . Certification Pending
Florida R - 10/98 - - . : C i o Certified

Georgia : . ‘ 10/99 ' o X s - PENDING * . ‘ Certified

Guam ‘ X R o ’ o Oct-98 ' Certified : ‘
Hawaii X ‘ ’ "~ | Oct-98 . . _|Conditional Certification 11/98] -
Idaho ShoX : . IV-D only; Non-IV-D 10/99 | [Certified

Wlinols -~ . : .- 10/99 - ‘ T . : ' © - |Certification Pending
Indiana ... . | N 10198 . . - D - PENDING : Not Statewide; Sept 99

lowa g ' , - o o T e - - .. |Certified . .
Kansas e ‘ o ' Oct-99 o Not Statewide; Sept 99
Kentucky Ao : X DENIED 12/98; Non-iV-D 10/99 Certified

Louisiana 10/99 ' ' 2 - Oct-99 {early 99) Certified

Maine * X . " 10ct98 " |Certified

Maryland - 10199 L : L Oct-99 Certification Pending
Massachusetts - X ' : i x : : Oct.98 - : Certified

Michigan o : ’ ) o : Not Statewide; 85 out of 83 ct
Minnesota ' S PR B , ) ‘ Certified

Mississippi - ) : 10/99 : X WITHDRAWN Oct-99 (or early 99) i |Certified

Missourt - 1099 V X DENIED Oct-99 Certified

Montana - - X ‘ ‘ ) ) : "~ |IV-D ok, Non-IV-D 12/98 Certified -

Nebraska - 10/99 : . B - . |Mar-00 {need !egislation) Not Statewide; Sept 99
Nevada 10/99 X PENDING ~ | Mar-99 . . Not Statewide; Sept 99

New Hampshire - X : : Oct-98 - Certified

New Jersey g 10/99 » Oct-99 - Certified



11117198

 STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT

- [Wyoming

New Mexico 10/99 E Certification Pending
New York - X o : Certified )
North Carolina 10/99 i - |Certified
-|North Dakota 10/99 S 3 - INot Statewide; Sept 99
“{Ohlo . 10/98 POSSIBLE . o . Not Statewide; Oct 99 .
Okiahoma C . On 2nd RFP; SDU by 3/98 Certified
Oregon - X o Oct-98 : ' Certification Pending
|Pennsylvania = L 1008 . G e e . |INot Statewide;.2/99 2 ctys left
Puerto Rico X oo . S Certified
Rhode Island ‘ 10/89 P ‘ Oct-99 - Certified
South Carolina 10/99 - X GRANTED : B Not Statewide
South Dakota. X I X GRANTED ° |IV-D ok; Non-IV.D 12/98 Certified
. fTennessee : 40/99 " POSSIBLE ) . : " jCertified
- [Texas 10/99 X : PENDING Oct-99 . . . lCertified
Utah - X ' ’ {V-D ok; Non-IV-D 12/98 [ Certified
Vermont X Oct-98 - - T i [Certified
Virginia - X 1 Oct-98 ' Certified
Virgin islands X Not Certified; Statewide
[Washington - X Oct-98 Certified
. |West Virginia - - X : . Oct-98. - Certified
Wisconsin ) 10/99 T . Certified
10/98 X PENDING Certified
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NO

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California-
Colorado

; iéi:t'

Delaware
District

Florida

Conn

Geoargia
Guam
Hawall
idaho
iilinols
Indiana
lowa’
Kansas
Kentucky
Louislana
Malne
Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
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Vermont
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Virgin Islands
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin
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November 17, 1998

STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED

Certifiable — Report/Letter in Progress

New Mexico
Oregon

Review Results being Analyzed

Alaska
D.C.
Ilinois
Maryland

Certifiable in 3 to 6 Months

Pennsylvania
Virgin Islands

Requested Alternative System Penalty < szm ety S

Kansas
N. Dakota
Nebraska

None of the Above \

California
Indiana
Michigan
Nevada
Ohio

S. Carolina
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| November 17, 198"
STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS o
'ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED: < :

1. Alaska

2. California

3. DC..

4. Tlinois

5. Indiana
6. Kansas
| 7 Maryland

8. Michigan

9. N.Dakota

ZIO.VINebraska é
Il.Nevada“
o ‘j‘jl2.NewMe>§ico* o i
13. Ohio. | f
14 Oregon* &

| 15. Pennsylvania
= e kS_Nanx:cﬁ)vlina' :
© 17.Virgin Islands

1

TR g o ey st o o e

. System has been reviewed and is ready to be certified. Report and certification letter are being N
prepared. ' 4 ~ : o !

!
I
i
;
|
|
i
!
!
E
{
i



CALIFORNIA CSE SYSTEM UPDATE

- INTERIM APPROACH
Emergency Request to Upgrade 16 County

Systems

OCSE Approved 4 Systems

Chosen by CA

Y2K Compliant
Meet PRWORA Requirements

NOT a Statewide System
State Owes OCSE a “Formal Request” by

November 27

r'\(évm L"1 Summa 99

App&oval of Funding under Planning

STATEWIDE SYSTEM
|

Advance Planning Document (PAPD)

pending signature
Plan (“Implementation Advance Planning;
Document — IAPD”) due late January |

i

Expect CA to propose alternative system’
configuration with 4 county-based consorna

linked to a State SDU/SCR

IAPD must contain:
!

Analysis of Alternatives 3
{

¢ Cost Estimates
Proposed System

. .
¢ Single Statewide System
’ /

OCSE decision will take at least 6(? days

[
Other factors: /
|
e State legislation requires Steermg
Committee to direct a study to determine
a “long-term solution” for CA CSE

system — HHS is member
/

e Opportunities Created by Election and
" LA Times Series on LA CSE program
i

;

P A7
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STATES MISSING THE DEADLINE — STATUS AND PENALTY

, | ' | Region 1
No States affected. .

Region 2
~ Virgin Islands .

ACF conducted a functional review in March 1997 and issued a report identifying ‘

deficiencies in August 1997. A recently conducted Technical Assistance visit (Novemuer

1998) found that most of these deficiencies have not been corrected. They could be

~ .corrected within 6 months if the Territory and their contractor (NSI) can resolve ‘

differences and serious lack of project staffing on the Territories part are resolved. The

VI will probably ask for the alternative penalty, though we have not been formally
notified to date. State has received their NOI letter.

Region 3
Pennsylvania

PACSES is implemented in 65 of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties. We expect‘them to be
statewide by February 1999. We conducted a Level I Certification Review in September

1997, and shared our draft findings with the Commonwealth. In response to our draft =~ |

findings, PA has corrected their distribution module. We will issue our final report when
we receive the revised testdeck results, which if correct will allow them a conditional -
Level I, certification. PA should ask for and receive a Level II certification review in
February or March 1999. PA has not requested an alternative penalty, and we do not
know their thinking on this subject yet. State has recelved their NOI letter. '

Dlstru:t of Columbia

- DCCSES was implemented citywide in March 1998. We conducted a Level II
Certification Review in September 1998. We have not yet received their testdeck
results. The review team noted a number Of problems during the review, the most
serious being what appeared to be serious data integrity issues. The Baltimore Area
‘Audit Office will be sampling the DCCSES database to determine the severity of the data
integrity deficiencies. The status of the testdeck findings is unknown at this time. .
DC will not be certified as a result of this review. DC has not yet requested an
alternative penalty nor informed us as to whether they intend to do so. However, it
should be noted that they have a new IV-D Director. State has received their NOI letter.
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‘ Maryland

CSES was lmplemented statewide in March 1998. The State was last reviewed with a
Level II Certification Review in August 1998, and we have shared our draft testdeck
findings with the State. In response to those draft findings, MD is making modifications
to their distribution module. We will issue our final report when we receive the revised
testdeck results.. Maryland will receive a conditional Level II certification if the revised
testdeck results are correct, which is expected sometime before January 1999.

The State has not requested an alternative penalty. State has received their NOI letter.

Regionv 4
South Carolina

South Carolina is currently in the process of an independent validation and verification
(IV&V) effort being conducted by KPMG. This process started in May 1998 and is
scheduled for completion during the quarter ending March 31, 1999. Alimited
functional review was conducted June 10-13, 1997, with limited financial functionality -
available (as the distribution test deck was not run,) and no local office was visited.
Any plan to complete the system will depend upon the results and recommendations of
the IV&V effort. To date they have not requested a "Penalty" process but have ,
requested a meeting with OCSE to discuss that and other system development 1ssues to '
be held in mid to late November State has received their NOI letter. '

Regton 5
Illinois |

Illinois’ system is operational statewide (approximately 5% of cases still to be
converted). A Certification review was conducted during the week of September 21,
'1998 with a follow-on site visit the week of November 16, 1998. A report of that review
is currently being written. There is a possibility they will be certified with some major
conditions. If not certified based on the last review, we would expect Illinois would
probably meet all requirements within six months. ‘If a penalty is necessary state will
probably request the alternative penalty, though they are currently awaiting outcome of
certification review result. State has recelved their NOI letter. ' '

Indiana

Indiana’s “ISETS” is now fully implemented in 37 of the State's 92 counties (Prosecuting
Attorney’s [PA] and Clerks of Court [CoC]) and in some manner of operation in 83 PA’s
offices. An additional 10 CoC will be added by December 10, 1998. A total of 81 CoC .
have committed to use ISETS. Five of the remaining CoC are expected to commit wath
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- six still in question. All but 2 of the kemaining’g PA offices have expressed a willingness
. to implement ISETS.  The two holdouts are Switzerland and Ohio Counties where the
clerks are unwilling to join and the PAs are united with the Clerks. These two counties

combined have less than 500 cases. The State is expected to request a waiver from the |

requirement for a statewide CSES under provisions of HR3130. Marion County *
‘(Indianapolis) is asking for this as well, and will assist in the preparation of the waiver
request. The Marion County PA office plans to transfer the Connecticut system if the
waiver request is granted. The Marion County Clerk is reported to have agreed to use

~ the PA’s system. The ISETS system was last reviewed in a September 1995, Level I
Review that found the State did not meet the certification requirements. The system is

~-not expected to progress further until the State determines its success at approval of an

exemption from the SDU requirement (to which it appears to have pinned all their hope
~ but which we may well disapprove.) Due to this uncertainty, it's impossible to predict
what the state will next do. State will probably request an alternative penalty, though

. this has not yet been communicated formally to OCSE State has recelved thelr NOI
letter. : :

. Michigan

65 of 83 Michigan counties are currently operational on MICSES, with the 66th in two
‘weeks. However, these counties represent less than 30% of caseload on MICSES.
Plans are nearing completion for Wayne County [Detroit] to begin conversion to
MICSES. Three other large counties are still undecided regarding choice of alternative
systems or using MICSES although all are likely to use MICSES. Three small counties
- plan to use alternative systems. Formal request from State not expected on any of this
until sometime in 1999. State does not plan to be fully operational and compliant until
~ September 2000. A certification review (Level I} was conducted in August 1998 with
the report currently being written. It appears that several FSA-88 requirements remain
unmet and that limited progress on functionality has been made since our last review in
1995. The State does not expect to be fully operational and compliant until September
- of 2000 at the earliest. - Otherwise it appears that the State is near to solution on the
 numerous political challenges presented and should be able to move ahead to
successfully complete the system, albeit 3 years late. State has not made a formal
- decision to date but will probably request the alternatwe penalty State has recewed
thelr NOI letter

~ Ohio

Ohio’s “SETS” system is currently operatxonai on a small scale in all Ohio counties.
Approximately 30 counties (representing 10% of the caseload) are fully operational on-
SETS. However, only one county is currently using the IV-A/IV-D interface. State plans
to have full statewide operation by October of 1999. ACF conducted a September
1998 Certification review that found, aside from a lack of statewide operation, major
functions including EFT/EDI, billing, Federal/State Intercept and the CSENet interface
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are not operational. The State continues to pursue implementation of SETS and will
eventually be successful, though it is unlikely they will meet their own completion date
of October 1999. Ohio has not made a formal decision to date but is expected to

* request the alternative penalty. State has received their NOI letter. :

, . Region 6
No States Affected. ‘ '

Region 7
Kansas

Kansas’ is uncertified and their current status is that they are essentially starting over

. after a reassessment of the project in March 1998. Their most recent review was a -
Level II certification review conducted February 9-12, 1998 which they failed. Their ~
prognosis is for the system to be operational statewide by September 1999. The
project is under the careful scrutiny by all branches of State government as a result of
Kansas Senate Bill 5 passed earlier this year (establishing a legislative-branch systems -
oversight board). They have a contract in place for the project, which is in order,
although they failed to seek prior approval on task orders for work that has been done
since April of 1998. The State has applied for the alternative penalty. The corrective

~ compliance plan has been submitted and is under review. State has recewed their NOI =~
" letter.

" Nebraska

Nebraska is uncertified and their current status, as a judicially oriented program, is that
they were pursuing an alternative system configuration, for which they do not yet have
a waiver. However, as of an October 1998 letter to ACF, the State has decided to
instead incorporate most court distribution functions into State’s CHARTS (IV-D)

- - system. The system has a lot of potential, though their major problem is that IV-D

financial distribution is conducted in a variety of systems (State system, court systems,

~ and county systems). The system is neither statewide nor operational. Their most

- recent review was a Level II certification conducted March 2-6, 1998 (with the financial

- management review of the system, including the test deck resuits, conducted June 29-
31, 1998.) The review found that the State passed. the test deck with a fair amount of

.. difficulty due to the business practices of the State (ties into the alternative system '

- configuration.) In addition, the prognosis for Nebraska is that they have requested the

alternative penalty (dated Oct. 10“‘) and requested a meeting to discuss the corrective

‘ compliance plan (planned for Dec. 7). A recent APDU submission is under review.

- However, it appears to be incomplete and cannot-be used as a corrective comphance
plan Nebraska S NOI letter was sent in November, 1998 ' :
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| Regi,dh 8

North Dakota

SN North Dakota will not complete their system untll September 30 1999. A techmcal
- assistance visit was conducted on January 21-22, 1998. The review team used the full

~Certification Questionnaire as a basis for the review. This was like a Level I visit but we

.

~California -

did not call it that. The review pinpointed the functional areas, which were still lacking
in FACSES. Our findings mirrored the State’s own assessment of where they stood

- -functionally. There were no surprises to the State when we itemized the deficiencies
" during the Exit Conference. North Dakota is aiming to finish FACSES by the next

deadline: September 31, 1999. The State submitted a letter on September 30, 1998
requesting that the State be subject to the alternative system penalty in lieu of State
Plan disapproval. Per discussion with State, this letter will be followed up with an APDU

- detailing how, by when, and at what cost the State will achieve compliance with CSE

system requirements. That APDU has not yet been rec:ewed State has recelved thelr

: NOI letter.

Region 9

Statewide Automated Child Support System (SACSS)‘terminated their FSA-88 pfoject in
November 1997 as a failure. They are currently in the Planning Phase of a new project

- called - California Child Support Automation (CCSA) Project. The State received Federal

approval of ‘their Planning APD on July 98 for this new project. Emergency funding for
M&O for the existing automated counties was approved in August 1998 as part of an

~ Emergency APD request, the actual APD for which is due November 27, 1998. In

addition, the State has a full-blown Implementation APD due to ACF in January 1998.
It is anticipated that the State will (but has not yet done so) request the alternatnve

' penalty provisions. State has recelved their NOI letter. -

Nevada

- The State’s “Nevada Operations of Multi-Automated Data 'Systems (NOMADS)" projectis .

sorely behind schedule. An Implementation Project Technical Assistance/Functional

“Review of NOMADS was conducted in September 1997. The review found problems in
- the case management and financial management (distribution) functions that precluded

- certification. These problems have not yet been resolved. A follow-up Assessment

. review to determine the need for an IV&V contractor is scheduled for November 17-18,

-~ 1998. The State’s last approved APDU was submitted in April 1998. The State has
. informed OCSE that |t will pursue the a!ternatlve penalty. State has recelved their NOI

letter.
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- Region 10
Alaska Lo ‘ SR

Alaska’s system is currently implemented statewide, and has been since March 1998, A
Level II certification review was conducted the week of September 14. During the v
review, we identified a number of deficiencies, some of which cast concern on the
system’s certifiability (UCI not fully automated, Interstate timeframes and CSENet not .
yet implemented, and FPLS and Credit Bureau interfaces still in testing) and other S
~ deficiencies which appeared to operational issues such as: User “Worklists” (Morning ‘
- Mait) was turned off, and Guideline Calculations functionality not being used. We are
currently planning to issue the report to the State as a draft and conduct a follow-up
- review to evaluate the progress and make. a final decision. This is necessary because
~ the number of deficiencies identified during the review. The State has decided to make

no decision on a penaity until they are informed of our demsnon regardmg cemﬁcat!on ,
State has received thelr NOI Ietter o
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WAIVER

NO

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
District

Guam
Hawail
idaho
filinols
indiana
lowa

Florida'
Georgia

Massachusetts

Michigan

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Kentucky
Louisiana
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missourl

Maine
Nebraska

Kansas
Maryland
Montana
Nevada
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1113198 2 AR SRR
7 3 g o §
New Mexico h 4 X
New York X X ,
North Carolina X X
North Dakota X X
Ohio X
Oklahoma X X
Oregon X X
Pennsylvania ? X NO
Puerto Rico X X YES
Rhode Island X X
South Carolina X X
South Dakota X X
Tennessee ' X
Texas X X
Utah X R X .
Vermont X X
Virginla X X
Virgin Islands X X NO
Washington X X
West Virginia NO X
Wisconsin WAIVER
Wyoming X X
i
Page 2



11/17/98

STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT

Alabama 10/99 Certified

Alaska X Dec-98 Certification Pending
Arizona X IV-D ok; Non-IV-D 12/98 Certified

Arkansas X Oct-99; IV-D only Certified

California POSSIBLE FY 99-00 Not Statewide; FY 01 or later
Colorado X ' IV-D ok; Non-ivV-D 12/98 Certified

Connecticut X Oct-98 Certified

Delaware X Oct-99 Certified

District X ‘ Certification Pending
Florida 10/99 Certified

Georgia 10/99 X PENDING Certified

Guam X Oct-98 Certified

Hawaii X Oct-88 Conditional Certification 11/98
ldaho X IV-D only; Non-iV-D 10/99 Certified

lllinois 10/99 . Certification Pending
Indiana 10799 X PENDING Not Statewide; Sept 99
lowa Certified

Kansas Oct-99 Not Statewide; Sept 99
Kentucky ! X DENIED 12/98; Non-1V-D 10/99 Certified

Louisiana 10/99 Oct-99 (early 99) Certified

Maine X Oct-98 Certified

Maryland 10/99 Oct-99 Certification Pending
Massachusetts X Oct-98 Certified -
Michigan ‘ Not Statewide; 65 out of 83 ct
Minnesota Certified

Mississippi 10/99 X WITHDRAWN Oct-99 (or early 99) Certified

Missouri 10/99 X DENIED Qct-99 Certified

Montana X IV-D ok, Non-IV-D 12/98 Certified

Nebraska 10/99 Mar-00 {need legislation) Not Statewide; Sept 99
Nevada 10/99 X PENDING Mar-99 Not Statewide; Sept 99
New Hampshire X Oct-98 Certified

New Jersey 10/99 Qct-99 Certified
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STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT

New Mexico 10/99 Oct-99 Certification Pending
New York X ) Certified

North Carolina 10/99 Certified

North Dakota 10/99 Not Statewide; Sept 99
Ohio ) 10/99 POSSIBLE . Not Statewide; Oct 99
Oklahoma N On 2nd RFP; SDU by 3/98 Certified

Oregon X Oct-98 Certification Pending
Pennsylvania 10/99 Not Statewide; 2/99 2 ctys left
Puerto Rico X Certified

Rhode Istand 10/99 Oct-99 Certified

South Carolina 10/99 X - GRANTED Not Statewide

South Dakota X X GRANTED IV-D ok; Non-IV-D 12/98 Certified

Tennessee 10/99 POSSIBLE Certified

Texas 10/99 X PENDING Oct-99 Certified

Utah X IV-D ok; Non-IV-D 12/98 Certified

Vermont X Oct-98 Certified

Virginia X Oct-98 Certified

Virgin Islands X Not Certified; Statewide
Washington X QOct-98 Certified

West Virginia X Oct-98 Certified

Wisconsin 10/99 Certified

Wyoming 10/99 X PENDING Certified
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Record Type:  Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP(

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/ECP
Subject: LA County pushing on child support penalty exemption

Feinstein and LA County DA Gil Garcetti are pushing hard on an exemption for LA County from the
child support penalty, Feinstein has called Erskine and the VP. Today at the briefing for LA County
officials, Garcetti raised the issue to Podesta, according to Karen Skeiton. Garcetti said Feinstein
told him that "the issue was on the President's desk." Garcetti also said that it will be an uphill
battle to get the President to change his mind from opposing a waiver to supporting one. Podesta
supposedly responded that it may be possible for the WH to say that it does not oppose.a waiver,
though the WH would be hard pressed to say it supports a waiver. Feinstein is spreading the rumor
that the Hill will support this if only we will support or not oppose, but that's not what we are
hearing from Hill leaders -- they continue to show no interest in doing this.

While Karen wishes we would change our minds, she isn't faking this up the chain to try to
-overturn our current position of oppose. So in the meantime, we continue to tell LA County we're
not persuaded that it's a good idea. Let us know if this doesn't make sense to you.
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- ' . EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGEY
Weshington, D.C. 20503-0001
Monday, May 4, 1998
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM
TO: Legislativ?.lais n Officer - See Distribution below
FROM: lJaéet R. Fof‘agren {for} Assistant Director for Legisistive Reference
OMB CONTACT: Melinda D. Haskins i '
PHONE: {202)395-3923 FAX: (202)3956-6148
SUBJECT: REVISED LABOR Conference Document on HR3130 Child Support
Performance and Incentive Act of 1998
DEADLINE: 3 PM Tuesday, May 5, 1998
 S——— - —m— NPT———— 3

In accordance with OMB Circular A-18, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above )
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Ploase advise us If this
item wilil affoct direct spending or recelpta for purposes of the “Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
Xill of the Omnlbus Budget Reconclliation Act of 1990, ’ :

COMMENTS: Attached is the fevised Departmant of Labor letter to the H.R. 3130 conferees. Also
attached is a House Ways and Means discussion draft that would amend the Senate-passed bill's . %!E

gaé medical child support provisions and the Department’s proposed substitute to this language.

We expect the H.R. 3130 conferees to mest shortly, For this reaéon, this deadline is firm. We will
assume that you have no objection if you do not reply by the comment deadline.

DISTRIBUTION LIST o - | L

AGENCIES:

118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - {202) 822-0650

110-Social Security Administration - Judy Chesser - {202} 35B8-6030
7-AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720-1616

52-HHS - Sondra 8. Wallace - (202) 680-7760

61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fois - (202) 614-2141

EOP: .

Barbara Chow : . Emil E. Parker

Barry White Richard B. Bavier

Jack A. Smalligan _ . ~ Julie A. Fernandes

Edwin Lau : Barry T. Clendenin

Cynthia A, Rice . Mark E. Miller

Disna Fortuna Nicolette Highsmith

Wendy A. Taylor ' _ Lillian S. Spuria ‘

Jennifer L. Klein ‘ Mark D. Menchik
_Nicole R. Rebnar : Janet R. Forsgren

Kate P. Donovan
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SUBJECT: REVISED LABOR Conference Document on HR3130 Child

Support Performance and Incentive Act of 1998

* RESPONSE TO
; LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

If your response 1o this reguest for views ls short {a.g.. con@urlna comrment), we prefer that you respond by
e-msll or by fexing us this response sheet. [f the response Is short and you prefer to call, ploase call the
branch-wida line shown below (NOT the analyst's line} 1o loave a message with s legislative assistant.

You maf siso respond by:

{1} calling thc ana!ystlanomw ¢ direct Ilno {you wiil be connected to voice mall If the analyst does not

answaerl; or

{2} sending us 8 memo or letter
Ploase include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

TO: " Melinda

D. Hasking Phone: 385-3823 Fax: 395-6148

Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Lina (to reach Jegislative assistant): 385-7362

FROM:

{Date)

{Name)

_ {Agency)

(Telaphone)

. The followlng Is the response of our agency to your reques! for viswse on the above-captioned subject:

Conecur '

No Objection

No Comment

See proposed edits on pages

_ Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, astiached to this response sheet

[ g

[
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DRAFT LETTER TO CONFEREES ON HR3130

“Dgar : .

I am writing to provide you with the views of the Department of
Labor on H.R, 31306, the "Child Support Pertormance and Incentive
Act of 1988." 'he Department strongly supports the goals of this
legislation. As you know, one of my primary gozls as Secretary
of Labor is to help paople mska tha transition from welfare to
work. To succeed, we must work closely with the States, as well
as businesses8, unions, churches and community organizations, to
help wellfare peclpients find and keep real jobs with wages that
reward work. One way to help parents find and keep jobo io to
assure that their children have health care noverage by being
enrolled in group health plano sponsored by employexrs vl noa-
custodial parents, . :

I also want to alert you to provisions found in section 401 of
the Senate-passed bill which would amend section 609 af the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA). (The ERISA
provisions were originally added as conforming changes to child -
oupport initiatives undex thwe Suclal Securlty Act in 1983.)
ERISA mection 609 currently allows for “qualified medical child
support orders,” which operate te enroll children in employcr-
sponsored group health plans that cover their non-custodial
parents. :

Undcr ERISA, a plan administrator doss nul hdve to implement a
nedical support order unless it is “qualified,* i.e., it
sallylles certain conditions including clearly specifying the
type of coverage to be provided. Only crders “qualified” under
ERISA operate to cnroll the child in the plan. 1In that eveuat,
under the Social Security Act, any premiums required by the plan
for dependents’ coverage may be withheld from the wages of the
non-custodial parent.

Wa have heen advised by various Stato ohild cupport agencies,
however, that current law does not fully effectuate Congress’
intent in thio area. We have alsc lLeen advised Lual plan
administrators trequently rejact medical child suppert orders for
tecluiloul reasons relating to the qualification requirements of
rurrant law.

The Senate-passed version of H.R. 3130 is intended to eliminate
these and other impediments to the effective administration and

- enforcement of medical child support ordera. Tt is the view of

the Department, however, that the languagé in section 401 of the
Senate=passed bil]l may nat fully accomplish thig obiective. For -

v
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example, while the bill would require the creation of a Natiomal
. - Standardized Medical Support Notice, it would not prevent plan
- administrators from continuing to raise technical reasons for
rejecting medical child support orders, such as if the ordes
neglected to fully describe a specific opticn for coverage
available under the plan. '

We have received a copy of an April 22, 1998, discussion draft
bill and ara attarhing suggested technical improvements. Wc
believe our suggeated language, which builds upon the draft bill,
is consistent with Congressional intent and will make ERISA’s
medical child support order provisions administratively feasible
for both state child support agencies and plan administrators.
Also attached is a more datailed explanatlon of our proposed
subgtitute language.

The Office of Management and kudget has advised us that ..,

Sincerely,

- Alexis Herman .
Secretary of Labor

Attachments

aea sbaa aa: t WL o
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. ATTACHMENT

Explanation of Proposed Substitute 401(d)
(Amendment to section 609(a) of EKISA)

The attached substitute for the current section 401(d) of the April 22, 1998, discussivo
droft bill, would add now language to clarify and siiuplify the requirements that orders providing
for health benefit coverage of dependent children must meet o be effective with respect to
ERISA-covered health plans undez section 609(a) of ERISA. This substitute would not effect the
provisions contained in sections 401(g), (b), and (c) of the dreft bill that create a Working Group
&nd mandare the promulgation of regulations to creute a National Standardized Medical Child
Support Order. It also retains the mandate contained in the current section 401(d) tui the
Secretary of Labor, in consultation with the Scerctary of Ilcalth aod Humen S¢rvives, repurt w
Congress on recommendations for further legislative changes to improve the effectiveness of

~ child support enforcement and the providion “deeming” Natianal Standardized Medical Child
Support Orders to be “qualified medical child support orders” (QMCSOs) for purposes of section
609(a) of ERISA.. If this substitute is adopted, several confuruing clanges would be required 10
section 402 of the bill. These are noted at the end of the substitute language.

The substitute, by maklng certain additions! chunges to section 609(e) of ERISA, would
facilitate medical child support enforcement by simplifying the requirements that an order must
satisfy tn he 0. QMCSO. It would also simplify the procedural steps that a plan adsuinistrutor
must take to determine whether an order meets those requirements. However, plan
administrators would still, under this substitute, determine whether an order is 8 QMCSO and
would be able to reject orders that are inappropriate, such as those that name as participants
individuals who age not cligible to be covered under an employer’s group health plan or that
specify coverage that Is not provided by thc employer.

‘{'o achieve theee aims, the substitute providos spocifically that:
L Orders can be issued either pursuant to State domestic relations law or pursuant tn a State
child support enforcement program maintained in accordance with Subtitie IV.D of the
Sociel Security Act (thus eliminating curront law’s refereace to orders “cnfoucmg” Staxz:
‘ laws described in section 1908 of the Social € Security Act);

. Orders need not specify the “period to which the order applies;” they will he presumed to
apply whenever group healtl: coverage Is availuble w the participant;

s Orders may, but need not, descrihe the “type of coverage to be provided;” any order that
only provides for heaith benefit coverage will be deemed to refer to the least cost option

under the plan;

» Plan administretors must notify participants and named c.hudzm of rocexpt of any medical
child suppori order within 10 days of receipt;

] Plan administrators umst, within 21 dayg of receipt, either begin covering the child or
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provide written reasons why the ordér is not qualified;

. " Plan administrators are expresély prohibited from imposing any qualification
. requirements not expressly provided in the statute;

B Adoptive children are expressly included as children cligible to be named in u QMCSO
(this provision is also included in the current draft at section 402(b)(2));

€ Plans’ preexisting condition limitations, waiting periods, or open enrollment season
restrictions will not apply to children named in QMCSOs.
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~ ATTACHMENT
' SUBSTITUTE SECTION 401(d)
- {d) Technicsl and coriformlng amendments to:ERlSA -

(1) Section BOS(a) of the Employea Rattremant lncomo Security Act of 1874
{29 U.S.C. 1169(n))} Is amended as follows:

(A) Strlke subsecﬂon (e){2) and replace it with the following:
*§ 809(a}(2) Definitions. For purposes of this subsectlon -

*{A) Medical child support order, The term “medical child support order”
means any judgment, decrvy, or order (!ncludlng approval of @ samemant
agreemant) which
“{I) provides for heaalth benaf:t coveragc of a child of &
perticipant under a group health plan {whether or not the par‘dcipant is
currently covered), .
“(il) is made pursuant to (I} a State domestic relations taw or (Il)
a State child support enforcement program maintained in accordance
with Subtitle IV-D of the Soclal Security Act, and
*{itl} is issued by a court of competent jurisdiction or through an
administrative process thal hus ths force and effect of law under
applicable State law. For purposes of this aubparagraph an
administrative notice which s Issued pursuant to on odministrative
process refsrred to In the preceding sentence and which has the effect
of an order described ln clause {ii) harein shell be treated as such an
order.

*(B) Qualitisd medical child support order. The term “quslifisd medical child
suppert order” means a medical chiid support order that -

(i) apeciﬁaa the name and last known malling address (If any)
of a participant in & group heaith plan and the name and malling
address of aach child of the participant t¢ which the ordor opplies,
except that, to0 the extent provided In the order, the name and mailing
address of an official of & State or political subdivision thereof may be
substituted for the mailing address of sny such'child, ,

*(i) reasonably describes the health bensfits that are tc bs
- provided to each child named in the order, except that, if the order
does not describe such benefits, such order will be deemed to refer to
the least cost option avesileble under the plan, and

“(iil) does not require 8 group health plan to pravide benefits not

otherwise avallable undar tha plan, except to the extent required by a
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State law ¢oncerning medical child support describad in section 1908
of the Soclal Security Act.

“(C) Child. The term “child” Includes eny child adopted by or placed for
arinptlon with a perticipant of a group heaith plan.”

(B} Striks poragraphs (3) and (4) and insert the following:
“(3) Proéodural requirements. |

*(A) Timely notifications and dsterminations. In the case of eny medicel
chllcr support order recsived by a group health plan -

*(1) not later than 10 days after receipt, the plan adminiatrator
shall notify the participant and each child named in the order, or such
ohild’¢ dooignated ropresentative, of the recelpt ul suvh wider, and

“(il) within 21 days of the receipt of such order, the plan
administrator shall either {l) immaediately provide the coverage referred .
to in paragraph {2}(B)(il), notwithstanding any waiting periods that
would otherwise be applicable, and provide notice to the child or the
chiid’e degignated ropresentative Lliat coverage is baing provided, a
description of the coverage provided, and the effective date of such

- coverage; or (ll) provide written notice to the chlid, or the child’s
designated reprerentative, spacxfying the reasons why the order o not
qualified. :

- "(B) The plan administrator ghall not impose any requirements for
qualification that are not specified In this subsection.

“(C) The plan shall permit each child named In & medical child support order
to designate a representative for receipt of copies of notices that are sent to
Lthe child with respect 1o a medical child support order. Such designation
may be Included in the madical child support order or in & separate
dacumont

“(D) Narlonal Standardized Medical Support Notice Danmed to be 8 Qualified
Medical Child Support Order -- 4
(1} in General ~ If the plan edministrator of a group heaith plan

whioh le maintainod by the employer of a noncustodiel purent of a
child or to which such an employer contributes receives an
appropristely completed National Standardized Medical Support Notice
promuigated pursuant to saction 401(b) of the Child Support
Performance end Incontlve Act of 1998 In the case of such chiid, und
tho Notice moasts the requirements of subsecton (a)(2}{B}, the notice

2
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<L shall be deemed to be & Qualified madical child support erder In the
- - oase of such child.

(i) if the nama and malling address of an official af a State or
political subdivision thereof has been substituted for the mailing
address of the child named in a Notional Standardized Medical Support

- Notice, such ofﬁclul shall be deamed to be the child’s dssignatad
. representative for purposes of paragraph {3}(C).
‘ . “{ii)} Rule of construction — Nothing in this subpomgraph shall
~ be construad to chenge the applicability of paragraph {2){B}{3) to any
- redical child support order, Including a Natlonal Standardiced Medinal
- Support Notice.

“{4) Treatment of children named in orders.

“{A) Treatmont oo o bonofisiery generally., A child whu Iy siarned In ‘8 :
qualified medical child support order shall bs considered a beneficlary under
the plan for purposes of any provislan of this Act. .

“(B) Treatment as participant for purposes of dlsclosure requiroments A
child named in any medical child supporl order shall be considered a
participant under the plan for purposes of the disclosurs requnrements of part
1 {ERISA §101 et seq.].

;'(C} Prooxisting oonditlons. A group health plan ey not restrict coverage or

benefits under W plen of any child named In & qualified medical child
support order solely on the basis of a preexisting condition of such child.”

(C) Strike paragraphs (5), (6} and {7).

{D) Redesignate paragraph 18) aé peragraph (5) and redesignate paragraph (9}
as paragraph (6). ' :

~ (2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SECTIONS 502(a)(7) AND 514(b)(7)

(A) Section 502({a}{7) is amended by striking “608(a)(2)(A)* and inserting In
“its place “609(a){2)(B).” ‘

its place *G0S(e)(2)(B]", and by eiriking 609 (a)(2)(B)(i)” and inserting In its place
~ *809(al{2)(BMII.* « ’ | |
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+ [NOTE: THE AMENDMENT CONTAINED IN SUBPARAGRAPH (B} ABOVE CAN BE
- COMBINED WITH THE AMENDMENT CONTAINED IN SUBPARAGRAPH (B) OF
. SECTION 402 OF THE APRIl 22, 1998 DISCUSSION DRAFT, WHICH ALSO
PERTAINS TO SECTION 814(b)(7))

(3} REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ENFORCEMENT
OF QUALIFIED MEDICAL CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS UNDER ERISA — Not later
than 8 monthg after the Issusnce of tha raport to the Congrass pursuant to section
401(a){5)(B), the Secretary of Labor, In consuitation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, shall submit to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce and the Committes on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives
end the Committea on Lebor and Human Resources and the Committee on Finance
of the Senate a report containing recommendations tor sppropriate legisiation to
improve the effectiveness of, and enforcement of, quallfied medicsl child support
ordore undor the provicione of oootion 800{c) of the Employse Netirement lncume

Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a}}, as amended by this subsection,

, [NOTE Section 402(bX1)(C) and 402(b}{2} should be struck, and paragraph (3)
redesignated as paragraph (2).] :
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[DISCUSSION DRAFT]
. APRIL 22, 1998
1 TITLE IV—-MISCELLANEOUS
2 SEC. 401, ELIMINATION opmkkmasromm
3 ESTABLISHMENT AND ENFORCEMENT OF
. 4 | MEDICAL CHILD SUFPORT.
S (s) STUDY ON EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT
6 or MEDICAL SUFPORT B¥ STATE AGENCIES,—
7 (1) MEDICAL CEILD SUPPORT WORKING
'8 ' GROUP—The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
9 jces and the Secrutary ol Labor shall joiatly esteb-
10 Lish a Madiesl Child Snpport Working Group. The
11 purpose of the Working Group shall be to identify
12 the impediments to the effective enforcement of
13 medical gupport by State sgencies admmistenng the
14 pmgra.m astabllshed under part D of title IV of the
1S Socisl Security Ast ‘ |
16 (2) MEMBBRSHEIP.—The Working Group shall
17 eonsist of not more than 20 members and shall be
18 .. composed of repreéentaﬁves of— |
19 (A) the Department of Labor,
20 (B) the Department of Health and Human
21 Services; o
2 , (C) State directars of programs under part
23 D of titls IV of the Social Security Act;
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1 (D) State directors of the medicald pro-
2 gram under title XIX of the Soeial Security
3 Act; | | ‘
4 (E) employers, including owners of small
5 businesses; o -
6 " (F) plan administrators and plan sponsors
7 ‘of gronp health plans (as defined in section
8 807(1) of the Rmployee Retircment Tncome Se-
Y curity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1187(1));
10 . (@) ehﬂdmn‘potenﬁany eligible for medical
11 sapport, such as chx]d advocacy organizations;
12 ‘and s
13 (H) State public welfare programs.
14 (3) COMPENSATION.—The members shall serve
18 without pay. Each maﬁber shall receive travel ex-
16 penses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in
17 aseordance with sections 5702 and 5708 of title 5,
‘18 United States Code. N
19 ~ (4) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Depurt-
20 ment of Health and Human Bervices 'aﬁd the De-
21 partment of Labor shal 50111113 provicie appropriate
22 administrative support to the Warldng Group, in-
3 cluding technics] assistance. The Working Group
24 may use the services and facilities of either sach De-

P.12/24


http:Retircmc.nt

MAV-04-1998 16:29 T0:410 JULIE FERNANDES FROM:DADE, .

F:\LAJ\EW105\MEDCHILD\MEDCHILD 001 BLC.
1 ‘pertment, with or without reimbursement, 88 jointly
2 determined by such Departments.
3 (5) BEPORTS .~
4 (A) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR k;moxu
s STANDARDIZED MEDICAL SUFPOST NOTICE.—
6 (i) REPORT BY WORKING GROUP TO
7 SEORETARIES.—Not later then 4 months
8 after the date of the enactment of thie Act,
9 the Working Group shall subuit’ to. the
10 Socretary of Health and Human Services
11 and the Secretary of Labor Aa report con-
12  taining recommendations with respect to
13 " the form and content of a National Stand-
14 ardized Medical Support Notice.
15 " () REPORT RY SECRETARIES TO THE
16 CONGRESS —Not later than 2 mouths after
17 rocoipt of the report pursuant to clanse (i),
18 the Secretaries shall joiotly submit a re-
19 port 10 each Fouse of the congmus'regurd-
20 mg the recommendations sontained in the
21 report under clause (i).
22 - (B) RECOMMENDATIONS ON OTHER MAT-
23 TERS.—
24 (1) REPORT BY WORKING GROUP 71U
25 . THE SRCRRTARIES—Not later then 18

P 13/24
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4
1 - months after the daté of the enactment of
-2 . this Act, the Working Group shsll submit
3 to the Secretary of Labor and the Sec-
L4 retary of Health and Humaon Services 2 re-
L  port containing recommendations for ap-
6 ~ propriste messures to address the imped;-
7 | ments to the'effective enforcement of medi-
8 ' cal support by State agenmes administer-
9 ing e Fmoézamn estoblished under part D
10 of title IV of the Social Becurity Act iden-
1 tified by the Working Group, including
12 | (I) appropriste measures that es-
13 ~ tahlish the priority of withholding of
14 child support obligations, medical sup-
15 port obligetions, arrearages in such
16 obligations, and, in the case of & med-
17 “jeal support ohligation, the emplovee's
'18 portion of aﬁ}vhaalth Care covergge
1y prewiwn, Ly the State agency M-
20 istering the pmgram established
21 under part D of title IV of the Social
22 Becarity Act in light of the restric-
23 tions on garnishment provided under
24 tivle TIT of ke Consurner Oredit Pro-
25  teetion Act (15 U.S.C. 1671-1677);

FALAJ\EW105\MEDCHILD\MEDCHILD.001 o | nuc.

P 14/24
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1 ' (L) sppropriste procedures for
S 2 eoordinéﬁng the provision, enforee-.
3 ment, and transition of health care
4 coverage under the State programs es-
5 tablished undermeofnﬂeI‘Vof
6 the Social Security Aet and titles XTX
7 | and XXI of euch Aot;
8 (IIT) eppropriate mem to im- |
9 prove the enforoement of aliervale
10 types of medical tupport that are
11 eside from health coverage oﬁexed '
12 through the noncustodial parent’s
13 heslth plan and unrelsted to the non-
14 - custodial parent’s employer, including
15 - _ moagures that esteblish a mﬁmﬁodial
16 ;:parent’s responsibility to share tha
17 _cost of premiums, - copayments,
‘, 18 | dadnc’dbles, or’ peyments for se‘rvi;es.
19 ot ccwred under & child’s existing
20 health eoverage; and
21 (I appmpmte measures for
2 elimingting any other impediments to
23 the effective enforeement. of medical
24 mpport orders that the working group
‘a5 deems nocossary.
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] (i) REPORT BY SECRETARIES TO THE
2 .CONGRrESs.—Not later than 2 months aﬁér
3 receipt of the report pursuant to elause (i),
4 the Becretaries shall jolntly submit a re-
's port to each Honse of the Conmss reéard-
6 ing th@ rixxnnxnendntumns coptained in the
7 AI | ' report under elause (i).
8 (8) TERMINATION.—The Working Group shall
9 termipate 30 days after the date of the isyusuve of
10 its report under paragraph (5)(B). | .
11 (b) PROMULGATION OF NATIONAL STANDARDIZED
12 Mzprear SupPorT N OTICE. —
13 (1) I GENERAL —Upon mcezpt of ths report of
14 the Medical Child Support Working Group pursuant
15 to subsoction (8)(5)(A), the Secretary of Health and
16  Humen Servisss sad the Seeretary of Labor shall
17 jointly develop and promulgute by regulation— .
18 " (A) a Nations] Stendardized Medicel Sup-
19 port Notice that sstisfies the requirements of
20 soction 609(3)(3) of the Employee Retirement.
21 Income Security Aet of 1974 (29 US.C.
22 1169(s)(3)) and the requirements of part D of
3 title IV of the Social Security Act and ‘shall be
24 used by States to enforce medical support or-
28 ders; and |

P. 16/24
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1 (B) apprapriat.e kpmedures' for the trans-
2 mission of such Notice to employers by State -
3 agencies administering the program established
p under part D of title TV of the Social Security
5 Act. | |
6  In issuing such regulations, the Secretarics shall
7 take into account the recommendations of the Medi-
8 cal Child Support Working thnqp‘presented.in»its
$ * report uuder subsection (a)(5)(A). '~

10 (2) IN!TIAL 'REGULATIONS.~—Not later than 6
11 months after the date of the receipt of such repor,
12 the Secretaries shall issue proposed regulations pro-
13 viding for the Natiopal Standardized Medical Sup-
14 port Notice.

15 (8) FmAL REGULATIONS —Not later than 6
16 months after the issuance of the initial regulations
17 under paragraph (2), the Secretary of Health and

18 Tfuman Sevices and the Secretsry of Labor shall
19. joinuly Issue fiuml regulstions providing for the Na- |

20 tional Standardized Medics] Support Notice,

21 (¢) REQUIRED USE BY STATES OF NATIONAL

2 S'rm:znn MeDicaL CEILD SUPPORT NOTICES.—

23 (1) ‘STATE PROCEDURES.—Section 466(s)(19)

24 of the Social Security Act (42 U.8.0. 666(a)(19)) is

28

amended to read as. follows:

P.17/24
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1 “(19) HEALTH CARE COVERAGE.—Procedures
2 under which— o
3 “(A) effective not later thau October 1,
4 . "20‘00, all child wupport orders énﬂorced pursu-
5 . ant to this part include & provision for the
6 health eare coverage of the child which is en-
i forced, wpere apprbpriate, through the use of
8 tho National Staudardized Medicsl Support No-
9 tive pruwalgeted putsuant to aecﬁon} 4610)) of .
10 the Child Support Performance and Inceulive
11 Act of 1998; | '
12 “(B) in any case in which a noncustodial
13 parent is required under the éhﬂd support order
14 ot piovide sach health care cmruée and the
15 employer of such noncustodial parent is known
16 to the Btate agency— | ' |
17 ‘(i) the State ageney user the Na—
18 tional Standardized Medicsl Support No-
19 Hee to transfer nulive of the provision for
20 the health cam.’coverage of the child to the
21 ‘employer;
22 ‘(i) within 7 days efter receipt of the
23 National Stendardized Medical Support
24 Noues, the employer i8 required to transfer
25 the Notica to the appropriate plan provid-

P, 18/24


http:PerforJ'.D8.D.ce
http:aecti.on
http:PUT5\l.c.nt
http:N4tioD.al

WAY-04-1998 16:29 T0:410 JULIE PERWANDBS ©  FRON:DADE, J.

vun'p’a'o—-—-wwwwh?w-
C 0 @ <9 D Vv B W N e O

R g8

W 0 N AW B W N ke

FALANEW10S\MEDCHILD\MEDCHILD. 001 | U BLG
o e o
_ ing eny such health care coverage for
. which the child is eligible;

“{iii) in any case in which the plan
_pruviding . such he;ﬂth care ooverage bo
Which the emplover u'ansfem the Notice
| “pursusat to clsuse (i) requires employee
| | ;‘eontributibns, the State égency ﬁmvides
" the ompldyer with an income withholding
- notice ‘with respect to the cmployos -oon-

. Atribut:inné; and o
. “(iv) in eny cese io which the non-
custodial parent is a newly hired employee
entered in the State Directory of New
Hires pmfmmat to section 463A(c), th;a
_ State agency provides, where appropriate,

an income withhalding notice within 2 days
after the date of the entry of such em--

" ployee in such Directory; and |
“(C) auy liaLility of the noncustodial par
ent to such plan for employee contributions

vwhich are required under such plan for enrol-
‘ment of the child is effectively subject to appro-

pﬁate enforcement, unless the noncustodial pars

' ent contests such enforcement based on & mis-

take of fart.””.

p.18/24
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1 (2) ~ CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS—Section
2 452(f) of such Act (42 U.B.C. 652(f)) is amended in
3 the first sentance— ‘ _
4  (A) by strikhig “petition for the inclasion
s of’ snd inserting “include”; and

6 ~ (B) by inserting “and enforce medlcal sup-
7 port’' before ‘%mmf . |

B (d) NATIONAL STANDARDIZED Mxmcm;- SUPPORT
9 NULICE DEEMED & QUALIFIED Mm:»m&. CrLD Sue-
10 PORT ORDER.—

11 (1) AMENDMENT TO ERIBA.—Section 809(a)(5)
12 of the Emplovee Retirement Income Security Act of
13 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1168(s)(5)) is amended by edding
14  atthe end the following: |

18 “(C) NATIONAL BTANDARDIZED MEDICAL
16 SUPPORT NOTICE DEEMED 70 BE A QUALIFTED
17 MEDICAL CHILD SUPPORT ORDER.— |
18 “(i) IN GRNERAL—IF the plan sAmin-
19 Isuulur of & group health plan which is

- 20 maintained by the employer of a noncuslo-

21 ;dialpmntotachildértowhichmchan_
2 employer contributes receives an appro-
23 priately completed National Stendardired
24 Medieal Support Notice promulgated pur-
28 guant ta saction 401(b) of the Child Sup-

L
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1 port Performance and Insentive Act of
.2 "1998mthecaseofsuchchﬂd and the no-
'3 dcemeetsthemqmmmentsofpamgmphs |
4 (8) and (4), the notice ghsll be deemed to
k] . be a qualified medical child support order
6 ' in the case of such child.
7 “(ii) ENROLLMENT OF CHILD IN
8 GROUP HEALTHE PLAN.—Iu auy case iu
o whieh an sppropriately completed National
10 Standardized Medical Support Notice—

u “(1) which is issued in the case of
12 'achﬂdo:apmidpmundera"gmup‘
13 bealth plan who is & poncustodial par-

14 ent of the child, and
15 “(I) which is deemed under
16 clause (i) to be & qualified medical
17 child support order,
18 ~ the plan administrator, within 21 business
19 days after raneipt of the Nntina, shall no-
20 tify the State agencyissuiigthemﬁco
2] with respect to such child whether coverage.
22 of the child is gvailable under the terms of
23 the plan aﬁd,‘if 50, wheiher such child has
24 been enrolled under the plan and the effee-
25 ﬁvedateoftheenroﬂment,andkhallpro-

P.21/24
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1  vide to the custodial parent (or the official
2 ‘of @ State or political subdivision thereof
3 substituted for the name of such child pur-
4 suant to paregrsph (3)(A)) way doce-
s mentation of such enroliment necessary for :
3 notification of the custodial parent (’ore
7 such official) of such en_rollinent.'
8 “(iii) BUL® OF CONRTRUCTION.—
9 Noﬂ:l.ng n this subpursgrapl: shall be con-
10 - struad as requiring &8 gronp health pm@
i1 - upon receipt of a Natiopal Standardized
12 Medical Support Notice, to provide benefits
13 under the plan (or elighility for such bene-
14 fits) in addition to benefits (or eligibility
18 for benefits) provided under tha terms of
16 the plan as of immediately befare receipt of -
17 such Notiee".
18 © (2) REPOBT AND BECOMMENDATIONS REGARD-
19. ING THE ENFORCEMENT OF QUALLIEL MEUICAL
20 . SUPPORT ORDERS UNDER ERISa.—Not lpte} than 8

toonths after the issuance of the report to the Con-
gress pursuant to section. 401(2)(5)(B), the Sec.

retary of Labor, in consultstion with the Secretary

of Health and Humsn Services, shall submit to the

Committes on Education and the Workforce and the
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1§ .Committee"op Ways and Means of the House of
2 Representatives and the Committee on Labor and
3 Human Resources and the Committee on Finanse of
4 the Senate & report containing revumendations for
s appropriate legislation to improve the effectiveness
6 of, and enforcement of, qualified medical child sup-
7 port orders under the provisions of section 609(s) of
- 8 the Employee Retirement Ingome Security Act of
9 1974 (29 U.8.C. 1169(a)).
10 S®C.402 TRCHNICAL CORRECTIONS.
11 (a) AMENDMBNT RELATING T0 PUBLIC Law 104
12 266— B
13 (1) In GENRRAL —Subsection (f) of section 101
14 of the Employee Retirement Income Becurity Act of
1S 1974 (29 US.C. 1021() is repealed.
16 (2) EFFRCTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
17 by subssction (a) shall take effect s if included in
18 the enactment of thé Act entitled “An Act to rcpoal
19 the Medicare and Medicuid Cuverage Data Beuk”,
20  approved October 2, 1996 (Public Iesw 104-226; |
21 110 Stat. 3033). |
22 (b) AMENDMENTS RBLATING TO PUBLIC Law 103-
23 66— ' '
2% (1) v GENERAL —(4) Section 4301(c)(4)(A) of
25

the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
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. ! (Public Lew 103.66; 107 Stat. $77) is amended by
2 striking “subsection (b)(7)(D)” and msertmg *sub-
3 section (b)(7)". C
4  (B) Section 514(L)(7) of the Bmployes Retire-
'S ment Tncome Secnrity Act of 1074 (29 USC.
6  1144®)(T)) is smended by striking “enforced by”
7 and inserting “‘they spply to". |
8 (C) Bection 608(a)(2)(B)(i) of such Act (29

9 U.SC. 1165(u))(B)i) is amended by striking
10 “enforees’” and inserﬁng “i8 ‘made pursuant to’".
11 (2) CEILD DEFINED.—Settion 609(e)(2) of the
12 Employee Reﬁrément Income Secﬁrity Act of 1874
13 (29 U.8.C. 1169(a)(2)) is amended by adding &t the
14 end the fonowmg
15 “(D) CHILD—The t&l’m *¢hild’ includes
16 any child adopted by, or placed for adoption
17 with, a participant of a group health p]an "
18 (3) EFFECTIVR DATE.—The amcndments made
19 by parsgraph (1) shall be elfective us if induded iu
20  the enactment of section 4:301(e)(4)(A) of the Omni-
21

......

" bus Budget Reconcilistion Ast of 1993.



MEMO
To: _ Erskine Bowles, Bruce Reed

From: Layren Chol, Counsel on Judiciary Committee

~ Subject: Los Angeles County - Child Support Enforcement System
‘ Requirement -

Dafe: May 4, 1998

Senator Feinstein would like to arrange a phone appomtment with you this weelc to
-discuss the issues outhne in the attached letter,

Ce Cu\v\s%%b _
s
Ss kine %Qﬁé@\y .
N vk



e TR
e

. -DIANNE FRINSTEIN COMMITTEE ON POREIGN RELATIONS
CALIFQRANIA COMMITTER QN THE JuDiCsARY

CQMNE!TTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

- Lo
Wnited States Senate
WASHINGTON, DC 205610-0504
' (202) 224-3841

April 8, 1998,

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avepue, N.W.
Washington, D.C., 20500

Dear Mr. Pramdent:

I a,m writing to urge the Administration to smpport an exemption for Los Angeles
County from the penalties imposed on states for not having a certified child support

enforcement system as required under the 1988 Family Support Act and the 1996 Welfare
Reform.

As you may know, hoth the House and the Senate have recently passed different
versions of the Child Support Performance and Incentive Act, HR 3130, whmh lowers the
penalties imposed on states who missed the October 1, 1997 deadline.

. Neither bill provides exemptions for Los Angeles County desplte the fact that L.A.

- County has successfully completed its system by the October 1997 deadline. In 1989, Health
and Human Services provided separate funding for L.A. County and urged L.A, County to
create its own system separate from the rest of California because of its large caseload, which
is larger than 42 cother states. Health and Human Services has also recently recognized that

- L.A. County's system could be certified separately in its Mamh 2, 1998 proposcd rules (42 .
CFR;Part 307).

Both Representative Shaw and Senator Roth's staff have indicated that their members
will support & penalty exemptjon for L.A. County if the Administration demonsirates its
support Your action now ig key to co;mnumg the LA County federal success model.

. For California, 25 percent of the penalty will be borne hy LA County, the largest
coun’cy in the nation serving 550,000 families.

FABSNO SFFICE: LO® ANGELES OFFIOE. SAN DIRGO QFFIOE:
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, Mr. President, this is an urgent and time sensitive matter since the Conferess will meet
soon to determine whether L A, County will be exempted from the penglties in the final bill,
I urge you to support this provision in conference and I would appreciate your timely
response, Please let me know as sqon as possible. ‘

With warmest persuﬁa.l regards.

Sincerely yours, -

Dianne Feinstein
ited States Senator
DF:jd o : . - "
cc: Mayor Richard Riordan %ﬁ-——-
Gil Garcetti, Los Angeles ty District Attorney ‘

Membess of the Los Angels€ County Board of Supervigors
Mernbers of the Los Anfsles City Council
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- FACSI MILE TRANSMISSION

| ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
.| . OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY - -
~ 370 ’ENFANT PROMENADE, S.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20447

Name: a ,2;&_:1./
. Telephbne 4@@ - S5e 3
Fax: ‘{/‘s:)é 7‘/*—3/ ;

Number of Pages (excluding cover):

FROM:  JOHN MONAHAN
Office of the Assistant Secretary

Telephone: ©  (202) 401-5180
I'ax: .. -(202) 401-4678

MESSAGE:
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1.0S ANGELES COUNTY -

Background

in March, 1989 . ACF signcd an MOU with the State of California and LA County. ACF agreed to notify
the State of California thar LA County “is eligible to establish its own automated system which may be
separate from any other systems(s) which may be required in other counties.” The MOU says (1) that the
parties will work together 10 develop and approve an APD and to revise RFP and APD documents and (2)

- that the State will request and ACF will consider a waiver under scction 1115 to provide 90% funding for
the developmem of LA’s system. :

[h March. 1989, _ACF issued a section 1115 waiver to the State of California to allow the State 1o received
90% funding for developing an automated CSE sysiem in Los Angeles County. ‘(Under the regulations:
issued in 1992, LA County would have been considered an “alternative system.” FFP for development of
altcrnative systoms i3 not available under those regulations.) The project period was fromr April {, 1989 to
March 31, 1995. The project is now over. Funding was conditioned upon the County’s meeting certain
requirements, including collection increases.

In March, 1992, ACF approved an APD submitted by the State of California. Our approval included a.
waiver for an altemative system configuration. This configuration involved linking the LA Counry ARS
system to CA’s SACSS. In December 1997, ACF suspended this APD as CA had abandoned thc project .
approved in the APD. Currently, ACF is waxtmg for a plarmmg APD from CA.

Reliel Sought by LA ng@ y . o v .

LA County is seeking not to be included in the penalty that would be assessed against California under the

bill introduced by Congressmen Shaw and Levin. We haven’t seen legislative language, but understand that

what LA County is after 1s a proportionate reduction in CA's penalty (reflecting the fact that LA County has
“a system”) and somc protcction against the State’s passing the penalty along 1o LA County.

O(SE Position

OCSE does not suppon LA (,ounty 8 request for the: fo]lcwmg reasons:

Meetmg the statutory reqm:cmem for a statewide system is a state responsibility. Therefore, the penalty

needa to be assessed against the State, not against parts of the State. How the penalty may be distributed W ﬁz‘
within a State is a niatter best decided by the State’s: polmcal proccss not Federal prw:npuon, }‘
© ~ ~
‘bc"@, > - d&’

LA County’s syslcrn while havmg a high level of functionality, does not meet FSAct requirements for a
Statewide system. By definition. only a Statewide system can do that, This is more than a semantic

e
distinction. Not having LA County as part of a California system disadvantages not just other CA countigs. g . ,)"
but other Slates as well. For example, LA County does not have linkages to a variety of data bases and |~ X
interstate cases — or, where such lmkagc.s have been built, they duplicate the linkages that the state is &~

required to build. . : ‘ . j t&)&"
-

Distinguishing LA County because it received a waiver under section 1115 is very weak. A number of : \,)AJ
other counties in CA, as well as counties in other States which missed the deadline, could also claim the
same, or nearly the same, functionality as LA County. We're very concemed that the relatively simple and c*

- certain penalty process in the W&M bill could rapidly become something thar would be very dxﬁicuit w
administer and uncertain in outcome.
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. We haven't seen a lot of support for 1.A Couary's proposal. There’s some level of resentment, at least
among State {V-D directors and state system staff, regarding the special treatment LA County has received,
i.¢., it 1115 waiver and special treatment under the $400M allocation.

LA County will argue mat they’d be unfmr]y pcnal:zed We're, of course, not penahzmg LA County; we're
'pcnahzmg Lhe State of Califomia. ;

" LA will also argue that they did what they were supposed to do under the 1115 project, i.c., they builta
system. (Whether they met all the reqmrcmenzs of the 1115 project is open to question.) That’s true, but
largely irrelvant to the situation thé State’s in. The Statc committed to building an alternative sysxem
conngurau on and failed 1o do that; therefore, the St:m: i3 subject to a pcmlry

LA is also much better off under the W&M bill, even if the State did pass a share of the penalty along td LA
County, than they would be under current law, i.¢., with all IV-D funding cut off.
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TO: Norman L Thompgson@OCSE.QOASP@ACF.WDC
. Robin Rushton@OCSE.OCASP.SS@ACF.WDC
Paul Legler@OCSE.QOD@ACF.WDC
David G Ross@0OCSE.OD@ACF.WDC
Robert Keith®OGC.CFA®Q0S.DC

JOI ' Gaile R Maller@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC

Boee: ‘

From: Elizabeth C Matheson@OCSE DPP@ACF WDC
SuLject LA County 1115 waiver . '
Date: Thursday, February '19, 1998'17:08:22 EST
Atrach:

Cercify: N

Priority: Normal

Defer until:

LXPlres

Torwarded by:

Gaile and I went back over our files on the LA county waiver and have a
couple of ~additions to Norm s memo. } ) ‘ \

1. In January 1994, CA requested an extension of the waiver, I believe '
because they were afraid they‘d miss the targets because of the delay in AFDC
system being operational (something the targets had assumed). At that time,
‘my notes indicate that we decided not to grant an extension and to wait to
aee if they actually missed any targets. :

Y. L agree the agreement seems to terminate in 1995 and nothing was done to
aoxcend it so I'm not sure why that’s not the simple answer. There have been
lots of conversations with the STate and LA county ‘but little agreed to in
weltling since the original 1etter from Wayne to CA in 1889.

3. Neither Gaile nor I had ever seen'the MOU between Wayne and LA county that
‘LA county gave Feinstein. It does have one paragraph in it at the bottom of
page 2 that I wonder about. - o S '

4. I'm not sure how important missed collection targets are to the issue at
hand but: We calculated that LA county owed us about $3000 for having missed
rhe FYS4 collection target (repayment of the difference between 90% and 66%) .
wayne Doss agreed to submit an adjusted county claim for this amount. He
wanted to avoid a letter from us because of .fears about bad publicity.

For FY95, they missed the target by $19 million, and would owe us about $4.5 .
miliion. I don't know if they ever submitted their last collection report.
Galle has some bpreadsheets on this but there nght be more in the off1c1&1

t:le, ‘wherever lt is.

()mj, ,)W,W ?wuw p.,*;.\.»acodw
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 rvomaNoO oF D -
This agreement is en:e:cd into by Wayne h. S::aht;én, A.dn;*'.nis:k:atc:‘,
Family s’up;q_- Adm-nistra igen (FSA}, Departnment of Haal =h amd Human
Serviges, i:‘a Reiner, Llos nngt‘.es -ounty D:._st:ic: .'At‘.'.prney.
Ricnara B.VDixon; Los Angeles Count 5's Chief Administrative otficer
.and Denni-sréoyle, Defputy' Direc:o*‘ ‘Stace Depe.rt:ncnt. c‘ Social

Services, to resclve cartzin igsues relat.{.nq e -\aedcd ‘-p"ovament

ih “he Los Angclcs Ccunty child support anforcament program.

:tjis understood gnd agreed that tﬁezé is'aitop leval'ﬁanagamen:‘
comxmitmant to accaﬁplish management standards ar‘peérornan;s end
o develop an aut Témated aystam TZxt can adequately SuppoTT The
procram oparations and to employ suﬁficia;\t staf? =o c.ar:'y out the

cuties ol the Child Suppost Progran.

It is :.':-:nev- undercs ..ood and agreed thaq.. the lack of an autcmatiocn
system thaw czn adeguately su'gport the program OPG-"-'&-1‘-0=5 and the
Present nunbar of ‘e;nplo‘yec’a' assigned %0 cazry out '::be éu‘:ics of th

faenily suppozt :-og-:a:n " have siqnzficm 1y con _buteé. to the
cixrens level of ckild sugpert callac ions. -

All ccncerned parties will work together o quickly complete:
Reguestas Fer Proposals £ar the Zollowing areas censistent with
applicabla cgunt§ charter and ordinance provisions which require

findings of cost affectivenass or feasibilicy:

1

¢
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1. - Tof -hp:ace, enlarga. or modi‘y .as Anq.lcs coun-y'
exiszing. Automa.ed child supper= Zﬁ‘orcennn“ Sys*au.
2. Sgpp;emcn,al locaz e and cnllect;on services for &a'c-'c~

find absant gparents:

2. an auzomatad billing svsten; ’

4; . Procass sarvxng:" ‘

5.  Banking/Court Trustee operations;

€. Bilpod testiﬁg;

7.. Dat a p:epa*a:ion o: case bacxlog in::ﬁﬁicipatian of
automgticn. ‘ | |

The Distric: Attorney's Office will xnzediately begin hix nq'wl

LN

current budgeta:y5authcrizationS':ne nccess&:y-addit;anal qua‘*“ed

eaplovees to provide reguirzed child support enforcerxant progTez

scrvices.

All conce=rned sarties will werk’ _oggthe~ “o:

1. Develon» and ap?rcva 2 six To ten page planning advance
Planning Document (as datziled con the Attichmexnt).
2. Reavise Raecuest Tor Proposals and Advance Flanning

Daciment so as T2 reguire the use of existing harcdwarae.
The FsSa will aév*ss the 5ta2ta tma= Los 3n¢eles County, in
recognitien of t-e siz. af its CISQlcad, is eligible =o establish
'i:s Qwnl au“c:a ai sysTen which zay  be sg;a:ﬁ:. t:aa'aay g:hat

sys:qz(s):wnicn'nay <7 -3 rtq;ircd.é#ictﬁc: counties. ‘ ‘.
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The State will request and FSA will consida: in a timely ranner” an
111s wai§e~ so as tc'proG*d:'Las hngeles Ccun y 96% 2unding o
replace, erla:'ge or nmodilfy Los Anqcle: Ccun..y s ex-stzn; .ku‘;cma ad

Child éupport Inforcement System and noz 3&@;&:{1&:&» 30% funding‘ scT

other systems within the State.

This documenz expresses Tha will and commitment of the Tedezzl,
State, and County Govermments to expedite the approval praocesses

necassary to 2zcomplish the goals set forth herein.

Datad;ﬁZZ‘é 2-/9F7 Family/Suppost Admini

stanten
srrator

‘f‘Dated_: ﬂéﬁ 2 477 i R st‘ic" m: c—ney S or‘ice

7 e = N { st

B . . B V Ch? Dﬁn:g? ;?.2 A ie= Attormey
:}atcé.: ”PA"‘X\M ‘_ S vcnie-%n{

Richaxd: B ' ‘
cxue: Admn_strati.vc ot‘icax: A

Cated: /412 2 7 §é(/‘;' s tate De::—‘.:n]. of 50<::La.l Smices

By __

Dannis 3oyl
Dcputv gz:z:ac

LIE S
f o e

LU U LISL g
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= CALIFORNIA AND THE WEST; REDUCED PENALT]ES FOR MISSING CHILD SUPPORT DEADLINE URGED
WELFARE: FEINSTEIN'S LEGISLATION TARGETS U. S PLANTO FORCE STATES TO INSTALL AUTOMATED
. SYSTEML IT FACES UPH]LL BA'ITLE, SHE ADMITS - . . o

BY: CARLARIVERA 'I'IMES STAFF WRITER

‘Moving to avert potentially cnpplmg cuts to child welfarc progmms in Cahforma, Sen Dx.anne chstem on Wadnesdav proposed
legistauon that would scale baci\ pcnalnes for states that miss the federal deadline for installing antomated child support enforcement.
s svstems, : o

Child'mppon advocates, however, irhrﬁcdx’étely attacked the Feinstein proposal as counterproductive, setung up a likely clash in
‘Congress between powerful entitics that have been frequem allies in the past but have been unable to craft a common agcnda on thcs

- “issue of child suppon enforcement

l’c:mﬂcm (D-Calif ) acknowladged the friction, sawmg that her pmposed measures facc an uphlll battle and have not won the
support of the Clinton administration.

Under the 1996 fedeml v.elfaxe refonn Iaw Cahforma could face the loss ﬂus vca.r of $4 bﬂlxon 1n welfare ﬁmdmg and an
additional $ 300 rmlhon in child support administrative fundmg for I’aﬂmg w© eentrahze its patchwork system of counry-nm ’
- f:nforcemem programs. A o S -

”[‘he Feinstein legslaucm would allow states to come up wu_h a new umet:«xble 1 me:ez reqmrcmems and zeduce pcnalues asstates -
re:ach their goals [n-addition, statcs v\ould have more ﬂcubmw 10 crwte alternatives © a cc-:ntrahztﬁ S!atemdc system '

’l“hzs legisiation would not. rescmd the requxremem for states © dcvelop child support cnforccment systems, nor would it remdve :

" penalties for noncompliance, What it would do is prowde the flexibility needed for large states like California 10 get the job done

" without crippling the states ability to pmvxde ssmces to famxhes in need,™ sald Femstem, smkmg ataLos Angeles news.
conference. . . .

w4 Strict cnforcement of child support is a key goal of xhc welfare ‘overhaul, umch requires parents to oooperatc with gOchment in
- obcammg child support payntents that could lessen depcndence on government ‘grants. Caleorma operates one of the pation’'s least.
effecuve pmgxam& collecung suppon for 14% of ail famxlxes that seek help i in obtalmng suppon

Femsiem WAS Jomed at me'news conference by Eloise Anderson dxrector of the state Department of Socxal Semccs Los Anoeles ‘
County Dist. Atty: Gil‘Garcetti aiid Half a dozen other district attorneys from across the state who argued that federal sanctions oould
_have a dewastaung zmpact on the vexy children that the new, ton°her child support enforcement laws were. mtended 10 heip

More than 2.6 rmlhon famlhm on welfarc. mcludmg l 7 rmlhon children, could lose support services if federal sanctions were
N xmposci Feinstein said. Los Angeles County, wluch has about 40% of California's child support and welfare czscload, would be
; disproporuonateb pena]lzed although it has its own federally approved computer system, Garoetu said. s

Part of Femstem s. lcg:slanon would excmpt a pomon of.the penaltv for counue:s. hke Los Angeles Lhai have built the1r own
systems. - : :

" Anderson complaincd that fedexéx officials h:ive tried to foist on e sme,anﬁqua;ed technology and unrealistic standards.

Pledsé contact Lamry McSwain if you would like 16 receive the WR Daily Report by e-mail ot if you have questions about
arlicles found in this publication. (Imcswain@act dhhs.gov (e-mail) or 202-401-1230(voice)).
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. meet federal requirements but has abandoned the project, concludmg that n would be oo costly © conwt problems.

"Copyright 1998 Globe :Ve;_vspaper. Company

7 . ‘ Welfare Refom Dm!y Report Fcbmar) 19, 1998 (PAGE 5 )

The'state in recent years has spent § 100 million in an unsuccessful attempt to build a centralized computer system thal would

i e

Anderson warned of mdespread cuts in child support. stafﬁn,g sratemdc ifu. S sancuons take cffect

© Itwould be a nuclear bomb to ctuidren, shc sa.xd

However, many Experts fault California and oLhcr states for al lowmg child support programs to detcnomte and arvue tha[ those '
authorites should now be held accountable. California's child support programs are operated by county dzstnct attomeys ina
decentmhmd system that' hampcxs oollecuon and monitoring of support payments they say. , . :

' *Wmle I understand the effort to ry to reduce pcnalnes on the state, at some point the real question should be what is the most

- effective way 10 get the state to operate support programs effectively,” saxd Leom Gershenzon dxrecmg attomcy for the Chﬂd

Support Project of the National Center for Youth Law

.

Under the’ Femstem proposal Cahforma s pcnau) would be rcducod te$3 :mlhon in chud suppori admamstrauVe funding ir the.

first vear. The penalty would increase to $ 6 million-in the second year $ 9 million in the third year, $ 12 rmlhon in the fourth year

and S 15 mi Ixon in the ﬁﬁh wmr and mcrcaftcr
. States wcmjd be relmbursad for 75% of penaltxe.s that thcy have pznd if thcy latcr meet their goals for oollectmg chﬂd support
The Feinstein [cg;slatxon would be the scoond ’bﬂl mtroduccd in Congrtss mmed at relaxing the Chlld suppon provmons A similar

bill by Rep. Clay Shaw (R-Fla.) would reduce the. Cahforma penaItV to about $ 12 million for. the first year. The new measure was
adopted without dissent by the House Ways and Means mbcommxttec and awaits a hearing by the full committee. Many child

- sv.xpport ad\ ocates say !hat xf the language mn Shaw's bxll is. suﬁic:endy tightened, they could support it.

GRAPI—HC PHOTO Sen. Diaxmc Femstem San Dxego County D A. Paul Pfingst; left, and L.A. County D.A. Gil Garcetu, right,
chat aftcr news confcrence on chzld suppon. PHOTOGRAPI—ER ROBERT GAUTHIER / Los Ang,cles Times

The Boston Globe February 19, 1998, Thursday,

- City fomm on blacks accenm'atec the negative

BY: B} Charles A, Radm, Globe Slaﬁ”

A group of Boston cml-nghts lmders wbo gathered last night at thc hxstonc Afm.nn Meeung House on Beacon Hill to celebrate
Black Hxstor\ Month portraved the’ cm 3 biack commumty as weak disrespected, and suffcnng from its failure to tcnd to i1s own

: childn:n

‘ ’{'hc meeting, hoswd by Lhc Museum of Afro Amencan Hxstory and sponsored by Cxuzcns Bank was mtended by bank chairman

' Lawrence K. FlSh to focus on what is workmg mswad of all the ne{,auvcs "

But from the outset, most spcakcrs focused on what thcy wd were raoe—based pokucs in cm govemment a.nd on pohmes in

L bamung and business that thev chargcd kecp the black community down.

Aﬁﬁr an hour Harva:d law pmfessorCharlm I Ogletrce I, thc modmmr asked Flsh for his rcacﬁon

“I'm afraxd of what I'm going 10 say. mphed the banker. who is xmolvcd in numerous commumty«semce efforts. “I am
tremendously depressed. We started off 1o have a conversation. about what had been accomplished and what could be accomphshed

" in the future. We spent most of the last hour la]kmg about how llttle we got done and how awful. everythmg 1s.”

BS

Please COnfoci Lorry McSwom nf you would like to teceive the WR Daity Reporf by e-mail or if. you have quesflons about
aricles found in this publ:ccn‘ion {Imcswcm@ccf dhhs gov (evmcll} of 202-401- 1230(\:0103}} '
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faXtransmittal e Jolew Morahan
Date: April 24, 1998v NM MJ"@W‘ LQM

To: Diana Fortuna D g _
QOffice of Nomestic Polic_\‘z, The White Haouse.

Fax #: (202) 456-7431 / wfzm“né Ch-"202 Y

Phone: Y §(0 SS‘) o

Subject: | Jos Bageles LW (4 &W\)(WC\ ?QM:_, L
Pages: | g?(including cover sheet)

Comments: Enclosed you will ﬁnd}a number of documents that I believe are helpful in

advancing our position that Los Angeles County should be exempted from any
child support automatjon penalties.

Enclosed you will find two Los Angeles Times Editorials that spoke to this
issue; a letter from Senator Feinstein to the president on this matter; a list of
specific points indicating the unique nature of Los Angeles County’s exemption
and finally the remarks of Los Angeles COunty District Attorney Gil Garcetti
on this matter.

I truly appreciate your time on this matter. As you can tell, this issue is of
grave concern to this office and the well being of children throughout
‘California.

LAWRENCE §. SILVERMAN
Legislative and Policy Coordinator
Los Angeles County District Attorney -

Bureau of Family Support Operations

5770 South Eastern Avenue
Commerce, California 90040-2924
(213) 889-3410

© FAX (213) 838-9545

PGR (800) 467-3700 PIN 6047263
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DIANNE FEINSTEIN

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
CALIFORNIA

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

o AN
Hnited States Senate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504
(202) 224-3841

 April 8, 1998

The Honorable William Jefférson Clinton
The White House

1600 Pennsylvama Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C,, 20500

Dear Mr. Prcsxde:nt.

I am writing to urge the Adrmmstratxon to support an exemption for Los Angeles
County from the penalties imposed on states for not having a certified child support

enforcement system as required under the 1988 Fannly Support Act and the 1996 Welfare
Reform. _ )

As you may know, both the House and the Senate have recently passed different
versions of the Child Support Performance and Incentive Act, HR 3130, which lowers the
penalties imposed on states who- missed the October 1, 1997 deadline.

Neither bill provides exemptions for Los Angeles County despite the fact that L.A.
County has successfully completed its system by the October 1997 deadline. In 1989, Health
and Human Services provided separate funding for L.A. County and urged L.A. County to
create its own system separate from the rest of California because of its large caseload, which
is larger than 42 other states. Health and Human Services has also recently recognized tha
L.A. County's system could be certified separately in its March 2 1998 proposed rules (42
CFR Part 307). .

Both Representative Shaw and Senator Roth's staff have indicated that their members
will support a penalty exemption for L.A. County if the Administration demonstrates its
support. Your action now is key to contmumg the LA County federal success model.

For California, 25 percent of the penalty will be borne by LA Coumy, the largest
county in the nation’serving 550,000 families.

FRESNG QFFICE: LOS ANGELES QFFICE SAN DIEGD OFFICE SAN FRANCISCO OFFICH

[ .
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- Mr. President, this is an urgent and time sensitive matter since the Conferees will meet
soon to determine whether L.A. County will be exempted from the penalties in the final bill.
I urge you to support this provision in conference and I would appreciate your timely
response. Please let me know as soon as possible.

With warmest personal regards.

Sincerely yours,

Dianne Feinstein
ited States Senator

DF ]d . M ™™
cc: Mayor Richard Riordan ) P ——
Gil Garcetti, Los Angeles Coynty District Attorney
-~ Members of the Los Angelp€ County Board of Supervisors
- Members of the Los ArBeles City Council '
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The Poor Would Pay This Penalty

- The politicians in W’ashmgton have a darned
odd if not heartless way of helping people in
dire need. The president and the Congress sup-
" posedly have a goal of assisting custodial par-

ents in collecting child support payments. Now,
penalties loom for California and the 15 other
states and territories that have been unable to
construct- statewide child support computer
tracking systems, as required by federal law:

Here's the travesty. The states ‘that fajled
‘now face the loss of temporary aid to needy
families. In California, that amounts to $3.7 bil-
lion in block grants. What lunacy. This policy
would cause endless pain to poor mothers and
their children.

Moreover, Los Angeles Coumy. which was
allowed to creéate its own computer tracking
system and has successfully doné so, figures to

be penalized along with the rest-of California,
according to a staffer of the House human
resources $ubcommittee. A hearing on the
matter is scheduled for today.

“They've had years 1o do this,” the staffer’
insisted. Yes, but the federal government was
three years late in promulgating guidelines on
how computer tracking systems ought o work,
What penalties did the gévernment fate for
that?

Now. Rep. E. Clay Shaw Jr. (R-Fla.), who
chajrs the human resources subcommittee, has
the opportunity and the apparent inclination to
come up with reduced sanctions. That's the
right thing to do. Los Angeles County should be -

‘gmsed not penalized, for its efforts.-Congress

as a lot to learn about humanity if that does not
happen. .
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LOS ANGELES TIMES EDITORIALS
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And the Kids Pay the Price

U.S. and state bungling on child support payments. has abounded

For nine years now, bunglers in Sacramento
and Washington have collectively jeopardized
the well-being of millions of poor California
children who are owed child support payments.
Those children and their custodial parents fig-

ure to lose big because of $4 billion i outland-. .

ish federal penalties.

Asg of Dec. 31, the state will be ofﬂcnlly out of
compliance with a federal mandate to comput-
erize child support data. Washington hag
threatened to withdraw $240 million ear-
marked for the computer project itself. But far

more harmful, a block grant of $3.7 billion for

temporary aid to needy families, such as moth-
ers and children without child support, may be
lost becauge of the state’s inability to developa
statewide, automated child support trackmg
system.

This is the unannc:pated result of the federal
Family Support Act of 1988, a law that was
meant to help children, not penalize them,

Now, congressional action is needed to pre- ‘

serve benefits for these youngsters.

There’s plenty of blame to spread around.
Early on, the Californians in Congress should
have pointed -out that the state would need
much more time, but they didn’t. The ammuni-
tion clearly ‘was at hand: California has more
child support cases than the next two most
populous states combined.

Federal officials were three years late in

promulgating guidelines. Thelr absurd sugges-
tion to California was to emulate New Hamp-
shire’s statewide system. New Hampshire has
fewer residents than the San Fernando Valley
and fewer than 45,000 support cases. Cahfomxa
has nearly 2.4 million cases.

Part-of the irony is that federal officials rec-
ognized that Los Angeles County's child sup-

port caseload was 50 huge it deserved to haveits

own comaputer gystem, separate from the rest of
the state’ That has resulted in a system. that
works well for Log Angeles. The state, because
of its own enormous caseload, should have been

given some special consideration as well, along’

with more time to'get a gystem in place.

Meanwhile, state officials doggedly pursued a '
computer gystem-designed by Lockheed.

Martin.IMS that simply did not ‘meet

California’s needs. State officials didn't drop the |

project until this month;-a: year or more laber

_ than they should have. = -

California has rightly, if belatedly, decided .-
‘work on another computer system. Perhaps 88
-many as two or three regional computer'gys- -
tems will be required to handi¢ the caseload.',
Now, congressional action is required’to give ...
California and &8 many as 16 othet states more !
time and/or to reduce the scope of the federal .
penalties faced by each. Both are warranted.

Children should not be punished for the mept.x-
tude of 30 many of their elders.

T SRR
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- WHY LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHOULD BE GRANTED AN EXEMPTION FROM
ANY CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM PENALTY IMPOSED AGAINST CALIFORNIA

. Los Angeles County is the only local jurisdiction in the country, not a state or
territory, that was required by the federal Department of Health and Human
Services to develop its own child support automation system.

- Los Angeles County was the only jurisdiction in the country, not a state or
territory to receive enhanced federal funds. In exchange for federal funding,
the county was reqguired to double child support collections in five years to
help offset the federal cost, which it did.

o Los Angela County fully implemented its system on Febmaxy s, 1995 prior
to the original October 1, 1995 federal dadlme

. Los Angeles County was required to submit separate Advance Planning
Documents and separate accounting documentation than those required for the
state project.

. Los Angeles County has accomphshed everything that the federal government
required of it including buﬂdmg a link to the now failed California State

Systcm.

. Los Angeles is the only Junsdxcnon not a state or territory recognized to
receive federal funding to make automation modifications necessary to -
accommodate the requirements of Welfare Reform.

. While four other federal ‘waivers were granted, all were at the request of
states, none was required by the federal government and none was granted

sepamze funding.
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REMARKS BY LOS ANGELES DISTRICT ATTORNEY GIL GARCETTI
REGARDING CHILD SUPPORT AUTOMATION PENALTIES

Experts suggest that a society can be judged by the way it treats its children. The
importance we place on meeting such basic needs as economic security, quality education,
health care and childcare is a valid measure of our commitment not only to our children but
also to our future as a nation, '

Measured against this standard, the United States is in danger of being judged harshly.

- Unless Congress acts to make dramatic changes to current law, millions of single parent
families will soon lose grasp of one of the sole remaining strings in the safety net left to
them in the wake of welfare reform. Because of failed efforts by many states, including
California, to build child support computer systems, more than half of all children in the
United States could find their access to child support services eliminated or drastically
reduced at the very time they are needed most.

Sadly, child support enforcement is one of the crucial services modern government provides
it youngest and neediest citizens. With alarming frequency, children have become the
innocent victims of one or another of the growing social dysfunctions of modern day -
adulthood--broken marriages and soaring out of wedlock birth rates. Children raised in these
situations are far more likely to drop out of school, to become participants in our juvenile
justice system and, ultimately, to be charged in our criminal justice system. The risk of
these unwanted outcomes is magnified when children do not receive financial support from
an absent parent. : '

While child support cannot take the place of a caring parent, the regular receipt of child
support can play an important role in helping children to reach their full potential. The
failure of parents to provide emotional support for their children is deplorable; the failure to
provide financial support is unlawful..

‘In California, the ultimate responsibility for enforcing support obligations belongs to district
attorneys. With the advent of welfare reform and strict limits on the receipt of benefits, the
role of district attorneys in enforcing child support orders will be more crucial than ever in
helping families move from dépendency to self-sufficiency.

Ironically, the ability of district attorneys to provide support enforcement services is
imperiled at the very time that many families will need the help most. The threat comes in
the form of enormous financial penalties that the federal government is poised to levy against
California. Why? Because the state failed to meet federal deadlines for developing a child
support automation system that would link the efforts of district attorneys throughom
California.

Actually, the federal government approved two computer developments for California: the
first to serve Los Angeles County, whose program is larger than 42 states, and the second to
serve the other 57 counties. In Los Angeles County, the District Attorneys office succeeded
in bnngmg its child support system on-line in February 1995. It has been operating with
Increasing success ever since.
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Unfortunately, the state of California failed to meet the federal government’s October 1,
1997 deadline for completing its system development. As a result , under federal law, the
state now faces a penalty in the form of a loss of all federal welfare funds (called TANF for
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) as well as all federal child support funding. This
amounts to a $4 billion annual penalty. Make no mistake: This is a penalty against the
children of California, The loss of services will hit them directly and severely.

Paradoxically, even though Los Angeles County met the federal deadline ahd fulfilled all the
requirements placed on its automation development by the federal government, children and

families here will be forced to share in the penalty along with their counterparts in the rest. of ‘

the state.

Cahforma is not alone in this predicament. Altogether, fourteen states, the District of
Columbia and the Virgin Islands failed to meet the October, 1997, federal deadline. Added
together, the combined child support caseloads of these states represent more than half of all
child support cases in the country. As a recent report by the General Accounting Office
suggests, the blame for the current predicament does not belong to states alone. The federal
department of Health and Human Services and private vendors must share responsibility, as
well. Still with the future of so many children at risk, the focus must be shifted from fixing
blame to ensuring that states achieve automation as soon as possible while at the same time
fostering the delivery of essential benefits and services. Tt does no good to penalize states if
the true consequences are exacted from families.

Congress must take immediate action to replace the current “nuclear”penalty with a new
approach designed to encourage states to complete automation projects as soon as possible..
In our view, a system of targeted penalties which escalate over time but which is limited to a
portion of a state’s child support funding makes the most sense. In addition, states that meet
defined milestones toward completion of their automation development should be accorded
substantial forgiveness of the penalty for each year they make satisfactory progress.
Importantly, Congress must recognize the success achieved by the Los Angeles County
District Attorney office in completing its automation effort on time and within budget. To
do so, Congress should exclude Los Angeles County’s federal funding when calculating
prospective penalties against California, If the purpose of penalties is to ensure future
compliance with federal requirements, there is no rationale purpose to be achieved by levying
penalties against an agency which did all that was asked of it.

While automatiou- setbacks in California and elsewhere are regrettable, it makes no sense to
respond by slashing services to children in need. Rather than looking for ways to mete out
punishment, federal, state and local officials must cooperate to identify more resources with
which to fight the scourge of child poverty. If we don’t, we will deserve whatever judgment
history gives us.
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To provide for an alternative penaity procedure for States that fail to meet
' Federal child support data processing requirements.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MarcH 19, 1998

Mrs. FEINSTEIN introduced the following bill; which was read twiee and
referred to the Committee on Finsnee

A BILL

To provxde fOr an alternative penalty procedure for States
that fail to meet Federal ch;\ld suppart data processing
requirements.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States ofAmea*ica wn Congress assembled,
SECTION 1.  ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE FOR

CHILD SUPPORT DATA PROCESSING RE-
QUIREMENTS. |

(a) IN GENERAL—Section 455(a) of the Social Seeu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a)) is amended by adding at the
end ﬂle following: |

“(4)(A) If—

Y- TR RS - Y R S R S R
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“(i) the Secretaxy determines that a State plan

‘under section 454 would (in the absence of this

State to comply with section 454(24)(A), and that
the State has made and 1s eontmumg o make a
good faith effort to s0 ‘comply; and

“(ii) the State has submitted 1_:0 the Secretary

eompliahce,‘ which has been approved by the Sec-
retary, |

i:hen the Secretary shall not disapprove the State plan
under éééﬁon 454, and the Seecretary shall re,duee the

amount otherwise payable to the State under paragmph
(1)(A) of this subsection for the fiscal year by the penslty

amount. ‘ :
“(B) In this paragraph:
(i) The term ‘penalty amount’ means, with re-
spect to a failure of a State to comply with section
454(24)— 7 |
“(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the lst fiseal year in which such a fail-
ure by the State oeceurs;

case of the 2nd such fiseal year; -

B 1788 I8

paragraph) be disapproved for the failure of the

a corrective éomplianee plan that deseribes how, by )
when, gnd at what cost the State will achieve such

“(IT) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the
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FROM

3 .
“(III) 16 percent of the penalty base, in ».

the case of the 3rd such fiscal year; or
| “(IV) 20 percent of the penalty base, in
the case of the 4th or Sny subsequent such fis-
“(ii) The term ‘penalty base’ means, with re-
speet to a failure of a State to comply with section
454(24) during a ﬁscal year, the amoxmﬁ otherwige
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A) of this |
subsection for the preeedmg fiscal year, minus the
applicable share of sﬁch amount which would other-
wise be paysble to any ecunt& to which the Seeretary
granted a waiver under the Family Support Act of

- 1988 (Public Law 100--485; 102 Stat. 2343) for 90

percent enhanced Federal funding to develop an .
automated data processing and information retrieval -
syst,em’ provided that sach system was implemented
prior td Qctober 1,;1997. | 4 |
“(C)§i) The Secretary shall waive a penalty under

20 this paragraph for any failure of a State to comply with
2] section 454(24)(A) during fiscal year 1998 if — -

22
23

25

“(I) by December 31, 1997, the State has sub-

mitted to the Secretary a request that the Secretary

cemfy the Staﬁe as having met the requirementsvof
such section; '

. e 178 I8
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perce )

. {a}. (b). {c), and (d) and apply to claims
for FFP at the 90 ‘percent rate.

‘ s no

. U.S.C. 655(a}(3)(B)(iii) (section

" Budget Act of 1997 (Pub. L. 105~33).
' 455(3)(3)(B) of the Act changed the

_the 90 percent rate for the purpose of !

Conditions That Must Be Met for 80
Percent Federal Financial Participation

Pub. L. 104-193 provides enhanced -
funds to complete development of child -
suppeort enforcement systems which :
meet the requiremaents of botk the
Family Support Act and PRWORA. |
From this we concluda that no changs

_in the conditions for receipt of funds !
. was anticipated by Congress. Thus, we |
propose o retain in 45 CFR307.31the !

same conditions for receipt fundsat30 .
ant FFP which appear at §307.30 - -

Throughout th tice of proposed
rulemaking we use “State™ as the
inclusive term for States, Territories and
approved systems as described in 42

455(a)(3)(B)(3ii) of the Act) as added to
the Act by sactian 5555 of the Balanced .

The technical amendments to section  °

entities included in the allocation
forrmula by adding “system™ to States.
and Territories. For purposes of this
proposed rule. @ systam eligible far
enhanced funding is a system approved |
by the Secretary to recsive funding af®

developing a system that meets the
requirements of section 454(16) of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 654(18)) (as in effect on
and aRer September 30, 199S)and -
saction 454A of the Act (2 US.C :
6S4A), including a system that received |

'funding for this purpese pursusattoa }

waiver under section 1115(a) of the Az |
(42 U.S.C. 1315(2)). We believe that the R

Las les County ¢hild su
enforcement system s the only non-

State system which meats thase
requirements. S
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(COMPARISON OF FIRST NINE MONTHS PERFORMANCE
FOR PAST THREE YEARS
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
" COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
BUREAU OF FAMILY SUPPORT OPERTATIONS

SUPPORT ORDER COLLECTIONS :
| JULY- MARCH

1995-96 : - o . 128,878,263
1996-97 - | . . 136,615,343

1997-98 | R B 173,420,138

(26 9% increase over prevxous year same period)

COURT ORDERS ESTABLISHED

1995-96 | | B 18,271
1996-97 L . - ] 20,790
1997-98 . | 38,539
‘ (85 4% increase Qver prevxous year same period)

- PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED
199596 | o - | 26,128
1996-97 : : 28,423
1997-98 | . . 54,768

(92.7% increase over previous year same period)

EARNINGS ASSIGNMENT COLLECTIONS

1995-96 S | 54,798,504
1996-97 o S | 66,933,017

1997-98 o ) : 86,334,606
- : ' (29.0% increase over previous year same period)
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